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ABSTRACT
The volume of online texts designating hog concentrated animal feeding
operations (CAFOs) as problematic serves to illustrate an emerging social problem. The
purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate how five online animal advocate
organizations present hog CAFOs as problematic, and warranting intervention. The units
of study include: The Animal Welfare Institute, Farm Sanctuary, Humane Farming
Association, Humane Society of the United States, and People for the Ethical Treatment
of Animals. Together, they represent an integral part of the animal rights movement, a
descriptive label that does not imply consensus regarding animal “rights.”
In the procedures used to explore answers to the research question, website texts
specific to hog CAFOs were saved and coded according to Hunt, Benford, and Snow’s
diagnostic framing task principles (1994). The diagnostic framing task provided the
means of answering the research question. Aspects of the diagnostic framing task include
identifying the problematic condition, defining how the condition warrants intervention,
and assigning culpability.
The results of this study indicated the following categories of claims: 1) the hogs’
living conditions were unacceptable, 2) hog CAFOs contributed to rural economic stress,
3) hog CAFOs were implicated in human health issues, and 4) hog CAFOs contributed to
environmental degradation. Differences were noted among organizations regarding
problematic claims and designation of culpability. This assessment was based on
IX

exclusion, inclusion, and emphasis of claims. Some claims were similar to those of other
organizations outside the animal rights movement, such as the Sierra Club, an
environmental organization, and the Missouri Rural Crisis Center, an agricultural
organization.
An intriguing pattern was discovered after evaluating the codes and related texts.
Although no single definition explains animal rights and welfare, the texts per
organization indicated a perceptual demarcation between “rights” and “welfare.” Each
concept was differentiated according to the level of consideration given to the animals.
For example, Farm Sanctuary texts repeatedly emphasized the hogs" physical and
psychological needs, creating a foundational premise for animal “rights.” The Humane
Society of the United States emphasized human morality issues such as “cruer treatment
of hogs, creating a foundational premise for animal “welfare.” Each organization’s
original premise may influence characteristics of claims, and help to clarify the position
held regarding the status of food animals. It is unknown whether organizational
differences will affect the outcome of the animal rights movement.

x

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This qualitative study documents how texts from five organizations within the
animal rights movement present hog CAFOs as problematic, anc .varranting intervention.
Although the research results are limited to the discoveries found in the above texts, hog
CAFOs have received attention from a number of other sources, including the Missouri
Rural Crisis Center, the Farmers Union, Hog Watch, Sierra Club, the Union of Concerned
Scientists, biologists, veterinarians, and sociologists. The following events indicate that
hog CAFO issues are not confined to the animal rights movement.
In April, 1995, an event held in Missouri showcased the growing opposition to
hog CAFOs. A “Journey for Justice” march in Lincoln Township, MO, began with over
one thousand people marching to Ames, Iowa. Their purpose was to protest the
continued growth and “heavy handed corporate bullying” of rural communities by
Premium Standard Farms, Murphy Family Farms, and Tyson. Premium Standard Farms
alone produces over 2.5 million hogs yearly in this state. Over 3,000 people attended the
rally, including Farm Aid founder Willie Nelson, and members of the Farmers Union,
Humane Farming Association, and United Auto Workers (Cantrell, Perry, and Sturtz
2003:2-5). While the motives may differ, stopping further hog CAFO expansion is a
goal that attracts a diverse range of participants.
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In Missouri, some of the goals of local independent hog producers and
landowners include phasing out corporate hog production, stopping environmental
damage blamed on large hog concentrations, and improving hogs’ “unspeakable living
conditions” (Cantrell, et al. 2003:2). A discussion of structural differences between
“corporate” and “independent” hog producers, and defining “industrial agriculture,” is
presented later in this chapter.
In 1999, Hurricane Floyd flooded coastal plains in North Carolina, drowning
thousands of hogs living inside CAFOs, and releasing tons of manure from flooded
lagoons into North Carolina’s Neuse River. The National Broadcasting Company (NBC)
filmed aerial footage of the hurricane’s aftermath, in conjunction with other news reports
(September 28, 2000). Claims of problematic conditions included water and land
contaminants from dead hogs and hog waste, and the hogs’ inability to escape the flood
waters.
In the preceding instances, hog CAFOs were deemed problematic by local rural
protesters such as independent hog producers, animal advocates, environmental
advocates, and biologists. When large and diverse numbers of people express their
dissatisfaction with an event or condition, it helps legitimize that condition as an
emerging social problem (Loseke 1999:5-6). According to principles of interpretive
theory, social problems consist of ways that interested entities define and label a
condition or event as problematic (Miller and Holstein 1993:10). How people “create a
sense that there is a bad condition,” and a primary concern for the “activities used to
create the problem” helped define the kinds of things looked for in this study (Spector
and Kitsuse 2001:84).

An introduction to food animals, animal rights and welfare, and CAFOs is
presented next, followed by a discussion of “industrial agriculture.” Distinctions are made
between corporate and noncorporate hog production, independent hog producers, and the
“family farmer.” The five animal rights organizations chosen as the units of study, and
an introduction to communication and the internet, follow. A justification for this study,
and a brief summary, concludes Chapter One.
Food Animals
As humans began naming and classifying other physical entities within their
world, the human “place” was given superiority and dominance (Macnaghten and Urry
1998:5). Although humans classified themselves as “animal,” a dichotomy between
humans and other animals was accepted before the Common Era (McDonald 1993:56).
In Genesis II, verse 28, the Bible (1904) supported this notion by instructing humans to
“have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle,
and over all the earth.” The perception of human separation, superiority, and domination
over other animals persists within the sociological realm (Macnaghten and Urry
1998:5-7). However, the boundaries between humans and animals have recently been
challenged by animal advocates, social science researchers, and other entities as an
“increasing range of animals have been drawn into closer, emotional association with
modem cultures” (Franklin 1999:3).
One animal category excluded from most close, emotional association that
Franklin refers to is the food animal, also known as “farm animal,” or “livestock.” These
animals are differentiated from animals known as “pets” (Serpell 1986:19). One farm
animal, the hog, is categorized differently from the dogs and cats residing in human
3

households. While this statement may appear obvious, at least one animal rights
organization challenges the notion of separateness between livestock and pets. People for
the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) texts give equal status and consideration to all
animal categories. Members perceive animals as having rights, a notion discussed later in
the chapter.
The first food animal associated with the large-scale production methods of
CAFOs was the hog, a member of the swine family (Serpell 1986:7). The terms “hog,”
“pig,” and “swine” are now used interchangeably, although it’s correct to say that a pig
refers to a younger animal, and a hog refers to one that weighs more than 120 pounds
(Rath 2000:91). Hog production has nearly tripled in the United states during the last 150
years, from about 33 million in the mid 19th century (Clemen 1923:51) to over 98 million
in 2000, according to United States Department of Agriculture estimates. With this many
hogs destined for the dinner plate, it was appropriate to introduce them in this thesis.
Hogs are mammals, meaning they are warm-blooded, and bear live young. Their
physical characteristics have changed over the years from the slim, long-snouted animals
that foraged in wooded country (Clemenl923:52). In more recent times, the hog’s body
type became more rounded, with shorter legs and snout, according to descriptions in the
World Book Encyclopedia (1974:250). The domesticated pig can live fifteen to twenty
years; undomesticated, “wild” boars can live twenty-five years, if not killed by predators
(Rath 2000:44).
Males weigh about 250 pounds at six months of age, around the time they are
slaughtered for human food consumption (Rollin 1995:95). Females bear litters
averaging between seven and nine young, with a relatively short gestation period
4

averaging 114 days (English, Smith, and Maclean 1982:116). Beginning in the late
1940's, food producers saw the advantage of utilizing hogs in CAFOs (Brentl 986:1). The
females bear a large number of young in a relatively short time period, compared to other
food animals.
Swine are considered the most intelligent food animal, with capabilities of
learning, curiosity, and complex behavioral characteristics (Rollin 1995:73). Two
accounts of pig behavior support Rollin’s statement. First, older pigs trained for a
“Porcine Circus Act” with the Lemen Brothers Show, circa early 20th century, were
replaced with smaller, younger pigs. The trainer, Fred Leslie, had sold the older pigs to a
nearby farmer, and continued his circus act with the younger pigs. When the older pigs
heard the music introducing their old circus act, they returned, attempting to push the
younger pigs out of the way (Rath 2000:124). The next account was reported in the
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, October, 1998. Jo Ann Altsman had collapsed in her home
after suffering a heart attack when her pet pig, Lulu, left Altman’s house, moved past the
yard, and went into the street. Witnesses said that Lulu laid down in front of a vehicle,
waited until approached by humans, and led them into Altman’s house. An emergency
crew was then called (Rath 2000:124).
The behavior of domesticated hogs and their “wild” counterparts appear similar; if
domesticated hogs are left to wander and live with minimal human contact, their
activities include play, gathering nesting materials, rooting, and forming social bonds
(Rollin 1995:75). For instance, when domesticated sows reach the end stages of their
pregnancy, they will dig with their hooves and snouts in an attempt to build a nest,
whether or not nesting material is available (English, Smith, and Maclean 1977:122).
5

According to some ethological researchers, curtailing the hog’s “natural” activities such
as those listed above may lead to instances of stereotypies. This behavior is defined as
repetitive movements thought to bring a type of cognitive “reward” to the animal, thus
relieving the stress and/or boredom aspects of their environment (Toates 2000:199-213).
Stereotypies are different than stereotypes, a term meaning a preconceived set of beliefs
not easily changed (Marshall 1998:642). A detailed explanation of stereotypies is found
in the next chapter.
Food animals, then, are perceived according to one’s orientation to the animal in
question. At least one animal rights organization, PETA, has questioned why one animal
is labeled “pet,” while another is labeled “food.” For example, hogs are produced for
human consumption, yet are trained to perform in front of audiences, or live in human
households as pets. The conflicting perceptions of hogs remain an enigma.
Animal Rights and Welfare
No single definition describes the “animal rights” concept, and sociologists
usually defer to philosophers and other scholars in this matter. It appears that animal
rights are either bestowed on animals by humans, or are inherent. In one early example
of animals inherently having rights based on their capacity to feel, H.S. Salt
(1892:60-65) offers a comparison in perceptions between Rene Descartes (1596-1650)
and Francois Marie Arouet [Voltaire] (1694-1778). Each man presented opposing
viewpoints regarding animal dissection. Descartes perceived his animal subjects as
simplistic mechanistic structures; he believed that animals physically feel pain, but did
not believe that animals suffered as a result of that pain. On the other hand, Voltaire
believed animal feelings were inherent, given to them by the same God that created
6

human feelings (Salt 1892:60-65). Whether other animals possess rights on the basis of
inherent sentience is beyond the scope of this thesis, since it deals with ultimate questions
of a Creator, or other supernatural Being.
Animal “rights” are bestowed on nonhuman animals based on our perceptions of
them. The reasoning here is that the concept of “rights” is a social construction that
involves human meaning, symbols, and interaction in “everyday life” (Berger and
Luckmann 1966:19).” In the United States, the concept of “rights” is listed in our Bill of
Rights, but this document refers to human rights, not animal rights. Rights are noted in
our current legal system, but again, the reference is to human rights. Legally, animals
currently have no rights, since their status is human property.
In some instances, farm animals are referred to as deserving of “humane”
treatment, an issue pertaining to animal “welfare.” The welfare concept is a general
agreement that “an animal obviously in pain, frightened, or diseased” would have poor
welfare, while an animal that is “healthy, and behaving normally in a natural
environment” would have good welfare (Duncan, Rushen, and Lawrence 1993:194).
However, this leaves open differing interpretations on what constitutes “humane” or
“kind” treatment of food animals. The federal Animal Welfare Act (1966) excludes farm
animal enterprises from welfare considerations, based on the “necessity” of certain
practices within the enterprise (Francione 1995:204). Each state may or may not contain
provisions for humane treatment of food animals. Regardless of public policy, however,
humane laws are largely symbolic, and rarely enforced (Francione 1995:205).
Legally, the status of animals as “property” means that animals as a “matter of
law” have no rights (Francione 1995:11). Animals are also excluded from the legal
7

doctrine called “standing.” In the United States, for example, a plaintiff such as the
Humane Society of the United States can legally argue against seal hunts. However,
according to Francione, (1995:67) it must be proved that the Humane Society, not the
seals, suffer an “injury in fact,” and that a “causal relationship” exists between the
organization, and the defendant(s). It must also be likely that the “injury will be
redressed by a favorable decision:
If Jane has a contractual right to receive payment from me, but no court will grant
her legal standing to pursue the enforcement of that right, then it is difficult to
understand how we can sensibly say that Jane has that right (Francione 1995:66).
In the legal system, it doesn’t appear that legal rights will be assigned to animals anytime
soon. In the political arena, however, food animals have gained attention from animal
advocates and others, partially based on the animals’ living conditions inside CAFOs, A
case in Florida is included to show how animal advocates are using the political stage to
change current laws regarding food animals.
A precedent was set in Florida on November 5, 2002 when citizens there voted
“yes” to Amendment 10, banning “gestation crates” on the basis of animal cruelty.
Gestation or “farrowing” crates refer to the enclosures that sows live in, which have been
targeted as cruel and inhumane. The Florida vote was hailed as a major victory for
animal rights organizations, since their initiative was labeled a “test case.” In order to get
the Florida initiative on the ballot, 650,000 signatures were collected by the deadline, and
Amendment 10 was added to Florida’s Anticruelty Statute (owner-hsusaction@lists.hsus.org). The Florida case is one example of collective action
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organizations turning to local and state legislatures as a means of changing current laws
perceived as unacceptable (McAdam 1996:26-28).
CAFOs
Uniform regulation and definition of the concentrated animal feeding operation
(CAFO) was developed at the National Center for Agricultural Law Research and
Information (NCALRI), University of Arkansas School of Law, Fayetteville, Arkansas
(http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org). Uniformity was an important issue, because the
Environmental Protection Agency was attempting to establish federal rules regarding all
CAFOs due to water quality concerns (http://epa.gov/water). Litigation regarding water
quality helped fuel controversy over what constituted concentrated versus nonconcentrated animal feeding operations.
According to current regulations of the Environmental Protection Agency found
in Section 122, title 40, an animal feeding operation refers to:
A lot or facility where animals have been, are, or will be stabled or confined, and
fed or maintained, for a total of 45 days or more in any twelve-month period.
Crops, vegetation, forage growth, or post harvest residues are not sustained in the
normal growing season over any portion of the lot or facility
(http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org).
Differences between types of animal operations depend on their size, and amount of
animal waste that is discharged.
If the feeding operation contains more than 300 animal units, and discharge flows
directly into navigable waters via human-built ditches or flushing systems, a CAFO is
formed (http://www.nationalaglawcenter.org/aglaw/hottopics). Animal units refer to a
9

weight-based formula equaling about 1000 pounds of “live weight body mass,” although
the amount of waste produced is also considered
(http://www.cce.comell.ecu/yates/agcomer). For example, mature dairy cattle equal 1.4
units each, while sheep equal 0.1 units each. If the feeding operation does not pollute
navigable waters, but rather uses closed lagoons, 1000 animal units or more is a CAFO.
However, according to the EPA (Section 412, title 40), any feeding operation found to
produce significant pollution from any source qualifies it as a CAFO.
The proliferation of hog CAFOs began in earnest after WWII in the United States,
increasing from 8,700 in 1963 to over 30,000 by 1980 (Franklin 1999:140). After 1980,
hog CAFOs were congregated within legally friendly states, meaning that some states
contain greater numbers of them. They consist of various long steel buildings, structured
according to a particular purpose. In one set of buildings, females are kept in “farrowing”
or “gestation” crates or stalls, as mentioned earlier. Their original function was to protect
the young pigs from being cmshed by their mother, but are now used throughout the
female’s life-span. Each farrowing stall fits the female’s body length and width, and
hinges allow her to maneuver into a prone position when feeding her young. The young
are removed and placed in another building after a few weeks, and the female is then bred
again. They are usually artificially inseminated with sperm taken from males kept in
another area of the CAFO. The sows, or “breeders,” continue to produce new offspring,
and it is the offspring that are eventually sold. The breeders are sold when they can no
longer produce acceptable numbers of offspring, or they eventually die from other causes
(Rollin 1995:91-97).
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Differences in animal operations, then, depend on physical size, and amount of
waste discharge. Each state previously maintained their own standards regarding what
constituted a concentrated versus nonconcentrated animal feeding operation. Uniformity
mattered, because the EPA was attempting to establish federal regulations regarding
water quality, and CAFOs were included in this regard.
Industrial Agriculture
Industrial agriculture refers to two things: specific methods of producing animals
and plants for human consumption, especially in contemporary Western societies, and the
institutional structures that support those methods. In the United States, pineapple
plantations in Hawaii, cattle feedlots in Texas, and hog CAFOs in Iowa all represent
forms of industrial agriculture. Also known as '‘agribusiness,” or the “industrial
paradigm,” this type of food production is now enti inched within the United States
(Berry 2000:7-11). The form of industrialized agriculture considered in this section
pertains to hog CAFOs.
Although hog CAFOs, factory farms, industrial agriculture, and corporate farming
are sometimes used interchangeably, there are differences between factory farms and
corporate farming, both part of industrial agriculture. Factory farms denote hog CAFO
methods, while corporate farming refers either to a factory farm, or a corporation that
contracts with other entities involved with hog production. Hog producers who do not
contract with corporations are called “independent producers” (Halvorson 2000:2). In the
same vein, hog producers who: 1) maintain their own production facilities, 2) are not
financially supported by publicly traded corporations such as Tyson, and 3) are relatively
small operators compared to a corporate conglomerate, fall within the realm of “family
11

farmer.” Family farmers typically consist of a small number of individuals who reside in
or around communities with agriculture as the main occupation (Welsh and Lyson
2001:2-3).
No single explanation can account for the development of large-scale hog
production operations. They operate in both urban and rural land areas, and current
technology has made it possible to feed, water, and house large numbers of hogs, with
minimal human contact, in areas where they occur (Kimbrell 2000). Industrial
agriculture is firmly entrenched in the United States and other Western nations, and the
environmental, human, a:

animal costs are still debated.
Units of Study

The scope of this study excluded topics related to the bureaucratic structure of
organizations, and arrangement of most organizational tasks. For these reasons, a formal
definition of organizations is given only as an introduction. An organization is a
structural and functional system, with individuals assigned to specific tasks. Tasks
include choosing leaders, and promoting or initiating goals. Persons with special skills
such as publicists and fund raisers may organize demonstrations, or conduct membership
drives. Accountants, graphic artists, and volunteers may be recruited to keep the
organization functioning (Champion, 1975:3-20).
The animal rights organizations chosen for this study include the Animal Welfare
Institute (AWT), Farm Sanctuary, Humane Farming Association (HFA), Humane Society
of the United States (HSUS), and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA).
Their physical locations, goals, memberships, and other information is provided as a
general introduction.
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The first organization, AWI, was founded in 1951, with a goal of “reducing the
sum total of pain and fear inflicted on animals by humans” (http://www.awicnline.org).
Animals in marinas, laboratories, and CAFOs are among their members’ interests,
including how animals are transported from one place to another. Initially, members of
the AWI supported institutions using animals in research, but in 1985 their study
involving animal laboratories in the United States highlighted violations of the Animal
Welfare Act (1966). Animal laboratories are supported with federal funds, but their
report failed to diminish those funds (Francione 1995:222).
The AWI website contains articles highlighting previous and contemporary news
and events regarding human and animal interaction. An online book, Animals, Nature,
and Albert Schweitzer by Ann Cottrell Free is also available, documenting Schweitzer’s
original support of the AWI, and other issues. Published in part by the AWI and HSUS,
it was included to show collaboration among some animal rights organizations.
AWI members number about 25,000 people who are placed on a mailing list,
according to their spokesperson Amy Conklin (personal communication, October, 2002).
She emphasized that “we don’t have members, we have a mailing list.” No physical
headquarters could be located for the AWI.
The second organization, Farm Sanctuary, was founded in 1986 by Gene and Lori
Bauston in New York, and members number about 75,000. Food animals are transported
to their shelters, where they are housed and fed. Over 2,000 animals live in Farm
Sanctuary East, New York, and Farm Sanctuary West, California
(http://www.farmsanctuary.org). The facilities mainly accept farm animals such as
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horses, sheep, goats, chickens, turkeys, cattle, and hogs. Farm Sanctuary is supported by
its members, volunteers, and fund raisers.
Farm Sanctuary News, a quarterly magazine, contains news stories of volunteers
“rescuing” various farm animals, advertising events promoting fund raising and
vegetarianism, and merchandise selections. The magazine and web site help promote two
organizational goals: ending the “exploitation of animals” used for food production, and
exposing and stopping the “cruel practices” of the food animal industries
(http://w ww.farmsanctuary.org).
The third organization, HFA, was founded in 1985. Goals are to protect: 1) farm
animals from “cruelty and abuse,” 2) the public from “dangerous use of antibiotics,
hormones, and other chemicals, and 3) the environment from “devastating impacts of
industrialized animal factories” (http://www.hfa.org). To promote these goals, FIFA
members help organize boycotts and other campaigns. In an attempt to make restaurants
stop serving veal, for example, the HFA and Farm Sanctuary organized the National Veal
Boycott. Objections to veal stem from: calves removed too early from their mothers,
tethering, and a liquid diet laced with antibiotics, causing diarrhea. The HFA maintains
that feeding and housing conditions for veal calves are unacceptable
(http://www.hfa.org).
Another campaign involves education and boycotts of milk products. Milk
products from dairy cattle injected with a hormone called rBGH, or recombinant Bovine
Growth Hormone, are unacceptable to the HFA (http://www.hfa.org). This is due to
concerns for human health, and the food animals’ health. Sold by Monsanto under the
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brand name Posilac, this hormone’s “benefit” is its “ability to increase milk production
significantly”(http://www.monsanto.com).
The HFA website suggests ways to get involved in current animal campaigns,
such as letter writing, financial contributions, and so on. A physical site is maintained in
San Rafael, CA, with a “farm animal refuge” at Suwanna Ranch, CA. Members number
about 150,000.
The fourth organization, HSUS, originated chiefly to shelter homeless dogs and
cats, but now hosts expanded programs: financial assistance for spay and neuter
operations, and animal educational events designed for elementary and high schools.
Founded in the United States in 1954, goals of the HSUS are:l) satisfying physical and
emotional needs of domestic animals, 2) protecting “wild” animals and their
environments, and 3) changing human relationships with animals from “exploitation and
harm” to “respect and compassion (http://www.hsus.org). Although the first goal is
consistent with principles of animal rights, the HSUS texts concerning hogs did not stress
physical and emotional needs.
The HSUS is global, maintaining physical local, state, regional, national, and
international sites. A permanent staff of 250 includes biologists, lawyers, veterinarians,
and animal behaviorists. About 7 million global members financially support the
organization, and allows for large-scale campaigns. The HSUS texts focus on humane
treatment and other animal welfare issues. Subjects of interest are detailed in a quarterly
magazine called All Animals.
The HSUS supports ballot initiatives regarding animal issues in many states, and
their members’ experience with drafting initiatives is longstanding. For instance, in
15

1957, the HSUS and American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals initiated
legislation resulting in the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act (Section 1901, title 7). In
1998, the HSUS helped draft a ballot initiative in Colorado, which would have restricted
further hog CAFO expansion. This initiative was passed, according to their website.
The final organization, PETA, was founded in 1980, and members number about
700,000. Based in Norfolk, Virginia, the organization also maintains a headquarters in
London, U.K. Their goals are explained in one sentence: “Animals are not ours to eat,
wear, perform experiments on, or use for entertainment” (http://www.peta-online.org).
Within the food animal industry, PETA members applied and received jobs at
chicken and hog CAFOs, then used hidden video cameras to document workers throwing,
hitting, and kicking live food animals. The video was then released to media outlets and
other websites, and produced for sale to the general public. PETA’s cofounder Alex
Pacheco may have been the first person to use undercover video in animal campaigns,
beginning with the Silver Springs monkey case (Francione 1995:72-73).
PETA magazines include Animal Times, a quarterly publication for adults, and the
newsletter Grrrr, a children’s publication. In Animal Times, vegetarianism and veganism
are suggested as alternatives to meat consumption. Vegetarians do not consume animal
flesh, but may consume dairy or egg products. Vegans do not consume animal flesh, or
other animal products.
All the organizations in this study maintain sophisticated websites, oriented to an
audience familiar with computers and the internet. The ease of access to each
organization’s site, including the means of donating money, time, letters to governmental
representatives, or other activities suggest that the internet can help bring about additional
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resources for animal rights organizations. An introduction to contemporary
communication and the internet is therefore relevant.
Communication and the Internet
With lowered computer costs and improved internet access, it’s estimated that
over half of all U.S. households own at least one computer, and by 1999 over 35 percent
of U.S. households were online (Sikes and Pearlman 2000:2). The internet’s greatest
impact may be the “bringing together of people who would otherwise have never met”
(Sikes and Pearlman 2000:4). Along with bringing new people together, the financial
cost of introducing a business, organization, or other entity via the internet is faster and
less expensive than other traditional means. For instance, given an adequate
infrastructure to support it, an individual or organization can build and host a website that
is globally accessible in minutes. This new global “technopolis” means that people can
communicate, and form communities, in ways not possible just a few years ago (Mosco
2000:42).
The forming of online communities can mean different things to different people.
Some view this activity as leading to alienation or isolation, a decline in face to face
interaction. Others believe that interacting online actually increases a sense of
community by the forming of new, smaller online networks. Also, the internet gives the
user an easy way to keep in touch with friends and family, regardless of which
geographic region he or she inhabits (Hearn, Mandeville, and Anthony 1998:62-63).
Regardless of agreement on this issue, the ability to interact individually, or with groups,
may benefit online organizations. The ease of sharing information online means that
animal rights text can also be passed along to others.
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The “bringing together of people” in the crowded marketplace of the internet
presents the challenge of innumerable entities vying for limited resources (Mcchesney
2000:26). Additionally, a digital “third world” still occupies the technological West, and
other world areas without internet access (Senft 2000:186). However, the global numbers
of people gaining access to the internet every day are increasing, and building websites
represents a common practice among contemporary technological societies (Berland
2000:236).
Justification for the Study
When studying aspects of the animal rights movement and other new social
movements, classical paradigms such as Marxist-oriented class conflict fail to adequately
address issues of diffused class status among movement actors (Johnston, Larana, and
Gusfield 1994). Ideological characteristics also vary among participators, unlike in older,
political movements, such as socialism, or conservatism. Instead, pluralistic
characteristics tend to have “pragmatic orientations, searching for institutional reforms
that enlarge the system of members’ participation in the decision-making process”
(Johnston et al. 1994:7). One means of exploring how diverse participants interact within
new social movements is is through the use of framing theory.
Framing theory provides a means of studying collective activity by identifying
and explaining specific processes within organizations that contribute to “meaning
construction” (Benford and Snow 2000:614). Investigating how animal rights
organizations designate hog CAFOs as a problem warranting intervention gives insights
regarding how a condition is first identified as problematic, why intervention is needed,
and who is responsible. Answers to these questions may assist sociologists in
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determining how, in part, movement actors interact, sharing claims of problems in new
social movement settings. The criteria identifying hog CAFOs as a problematic condition
followed principles contained in the diagnostic framing task (Hunt, et al. 1994:191).
Meaning processes within the social environment of the animal rights movement
were explored in this study. Framing theory is an attempt to understand meaning
processes within this “given activity” (Gofffnan 1974:43-44). With frame theory,
sociologists can identify some of the processes by which movement actors inform,
persuade, and navigate in a cultural setting. The diagnostic framing task assists in the
organization of original claims, and helps explain how claims are shared and understood
among movement actors.
Summary
The complexity of subject matter in this thesis required explanations concerning
the concepts of food animals, animal rights and welfare, industrial farming, and CAFOs.
The conceptual inclusions in Chapter One were noted in order to fully understand the
remainder of the study. The origins of this investigation began with choosing the
research question, units of study, and methods of inquiry. How animal rights
organizations presented hog CAFOs as a problem warranting intervention utilized
framing theory set forth originally by Erving Gofffnan. Framing theory has since been
refined with the introduction of framing tasks. A brief introduction to communication
and the internet, along with a justification for the study, concluded the chapter.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The information presented in this chapter documents previous, present, and
ongoing hog CAFO research. Research sources were supported or authored by animal,
rural, and environmental organizations, universities and governmental agencies, and
veterinarians, biologists, physicians, and sociologists. Before their inclusion, each study
was reviewed to omit those containing unsubstantiated opinions. All studies reported at
least one problematic condition, with consideration given to both human and nonhuman
entities.
Hog CAFO studies conducted by sociologists specializing in rural sociology
pertain to human concerns, such as family farmer displacement, and human “quality of
life” issues within their vicinity. These topics were taken into account when addressing
hog CAFOs, but possible effects on animals and surrounding landscapes were also
considered relevant. Their inclusion was based on recent sociological endeavors that
have explored connections among human and nonhuman entities (Murphy 1994; Franklin
1999; Macnaghten and Urry 1998 ).
The research studies documenting perceived problems with hog CAFOs were
categorized as follows: hogs and animal welfare, human workers in CAFO environs,
human health issues, and CAFOs and the environment. The categories serve to separate
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the issues, since a wide range of problematic conditions have been reported. The first
category, hogs and animal welfare, concerns their living conditions. The second
category, human workers in CAFO environs, refers to working conditions inside CAFOs.
The third category', human health issues, concerns physical and psychological health
issues in the vicinity of CAFOs. The fourth category, CAFOs and the environment,
refers to possible nearby degradation of land and water areas. As with other studies, the
impetus for each resides within the researcher who chooses it. Whether or not the
outcome is labeled “scientific,” research inquiries begin with a subjective premise, based
on motive, purpose, or other agenda (Maxwell 1996:14).
Hogs and Animal Welfare
The study of animal welfare in general is difficult for two reasons: first, the term
“welfare” lacks a formal definition. Therefore, it’s difficult to decide indicators of animal
welfare, or the lack thereof (Moberg and Mench 2000:xi). Second, researchers can only
evaluate animals based on human perceptions and behaviors (Curtis 1985:2). This may
preclude imv certainties regarding whether or not animals feel or think in ways similar to
humans. The debate regarding animal feelings appears unresolvable, and for the most
part is excluded from this thesis.
Researchers have struggled to define what food animal “well-being” or “welfare”
may consist of. The catalyst for interest in this subject coincided with the publication of
Ruth Harrison’s book Animal Machines: The New Factory Farming Industry (1964). The
outcome of Harrison’s book, published in the United Kingdom, was to appoint a Royal
Commission headed by Professor Rogers Brambell. He defined animal welfare in
general as a concept which “embraces both the physical and mental
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" being of the

animal” (Duncan, et al. 1993:194). For Brambell, this meant that the animal’s feelings
must be taken into account. Currently, broad definitions of animal “welfare” refer mostly
to physical and psychological needs of the animal, based on each researcher’s
perceptions. Since the 1960's, researchers have begun to address and identify indicators
of food animal welfare.
One indicator measured by researchers is the amount of stress that the animal may
experience within the CAFO enviromnent. Stress studies in hogs were conducted by
observing their behavior, and by measuring the concentration of hormones and other
chemicals found in their bodies. Animal behavior and concentration of chemicals are now
considered relevant indicators of food animal stress among those studying the condition.
The degree and duration of animal stress, and other contributing factors, are still debated
by food animal researchers (Ladewig 2000:159).
Stress may influence a behavior found in hogs called stereotypies, mentioned in
the first chapter as repetitive movement behavior. In hogs, this consists of oral
movements, such as chain or bar-chewing, drinking excessively, or “vacuum chewing,”
meaning chewing with an empty mouth (Bergeron and Gonyou 2003:1). Usually,
stereotypies are described as “unvarying, repetitive behavior patterns that have no
obvious goal or function,” although other behaviors considered “abnormal”or “unusual”
are also considered (Mason 1993:9).
One form of “unusual” behavior found in hogs residing at CAFO is "fixation.”
Fixative behavior means that 9- hog remains passive, no longer experiencing a “dynamic
relationship with its environment” (Wemelsfelder 1993:86). Passivity and repetitive
behaviors in hogs, forms of hog stereotypies, are found “most often where animals are
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confined, and where their behavior is restricted” (Rushen, et al. 1993:41). An example of
restricted behavior in farrowing sows, or bred females, is the inability to nest-build. In a
different living environment, females will use straw or other materials to construct an
area for herself and her young (Rollin 1995:74). When the female is prevented from nest
building activities, stereotypies may result (Rushen, et al. 1993:47).
According to ethologists, the concentration of hormones and other chemicals in a
hog’s body are thought to correspond with stereotypies, supporting the notion that
physical and psychological changes are involved (Lawrence and Rushen 1993:97).
Changing hormone levels in hogs performing “abnormal” behavior seem to indicate that
stress responses can be measured by monitoring chemical changes in hogs’ blood
(Ladewig, et.al. 1998:98). Increased hormone levels may affect the hog’s immune
system, and implies that: 1) diseases or viruses may readily infect hogs in CAFOs, thus
increasing the need for antibiotics, 2) the increased need for antibiotics may correspond to
antibiotic resistance in humans, and 3) humans may be consuming food products from ill
animals (Blecha ?0f\ , 1oates 2000).
Stereotypies is thought to be caused by stress, and conditions promoting animal
stress are: boredom, lack of high-energy food, confinement or immobilization, lack of
environmental enrichment, or induced fear (Bergeron and Gonyou 2003:4-5). Induced
fear is a reaction between hogs and human CAFO workers. In Australia, a study
conducted to investigate interactional relationships between CAFO workers and hogs
revealed a possible “reciprocal relationship” between human workers and hogs. If the
worker feared the animal, or the animal feared the worker, it influenced both participants.
Animal fear in this case consisted of avoidance behavior, withdrawal responses, and
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attempted flight (Hemsworth and Barnett 2000:312-313). In the study, findings
suggested that hog productivity increased if attitudes and behaviors of the workers were
supportive of the hogs in their care. Workers who did not have to force hogs to do
something found that they, too, suffered less stress in their job (Hemsworth and Barnett
2000:16).
Proposals for avoiding hog welfare issues were noted from the above studies:
1) find a way for hogs to forage within their space, 2) enrich the hog’s living
environment, 3) increase the hog’s nutrition, 4) increase the hog’s living space, and 5)
educate workers to reduce fear and stress.
The next study, an opinion poll conducted in Iowa (2002), revealed that 73
percent of registered voters there (n=612) believed that: 1) they should be concerned
about the humane treatment of animals raised for food, 2) 75 percent believed that farm
animals were well treated by most family farmers in the past, before industrial hog
operations took over, and 3) 77 percent said they would buy pork products from food
companies whose suppliers raise and process their hogs under humane and
environmentally sound conditions. The poll, sponsored by the National Catholic Rural
Life Conference, the Sierra Club, League of Rural Voters, the Humane Society of the
United States, and the Iowa Farmers Union, revealed that a majority of polled Iowan
voters supported humane treatment of food animals (http://www.hsus.org/ace). Two
interesting things were noted from this poll: First, Iowans are uniquely qualified to voice
opinions of hog CAFOs, given that their state contains about 670 licensed operations.
Their opinions support those of animal advocate organizations such as the HSUS.
Second, diverse organizations have formed coalitions to oppose hog CAFOs. This
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supports the notion that new social movement participants represent a wide range of
interests, not limited by class structure or status.
In a final study involving hog welfare and undercover video, workers at a hog
CAFO owned by Seaboard Corporation in Oklahoma allegedly beat and smashed pigs to
death. The video showed workers stomping on pigs, beating them with metal rods,
bludgeoning them to death with hammers, and slamming them on the floor. Sick animals
were left to die, with no medical attention or euthanasia (http://www.sierraclub.org). The
inclusion of this study is noteworthy because the Sierra Club is typically labeled an
“environmental” organization.
Human Workers in CAFO Environs
Typical occupations of people working inside CAFOs consist of veterinarians,
office personnel, and animal caretakers (Donham, et al. 1992). Cases of worker
“hazards” include noxious fumes that may contribute to respiratory ailments and deaths,
and accidental falls into waste lagoons. In this section, two studies were included,
conducted by Purdue and Iowa State Universities for the National Agriculture Safety
Database NASD).
In the first study from Purdue, indoor air quality in swine CAFOs was measured
on a day-to-day basis, based on ventilation measures, manure management, indications of
ammonia, and feed management. The amount of ammonia concentration acceptable in
CAFO environments was set by the Occupational Health and Safety Act (OSHA) in
1971. OSHA levels for ammonia concentration are 25 parts per million, or 25 ppm; in
the Netherlands, this number is lOppm (Heber, Jones, and Sutton, 2002:1). The results of
this study indicated that: 1) ammonia is an irritant to the respiratory system, 2) ammonia
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forms mainly as a result of swine urine, and 3) higher than acceptable ammonia levels
accumulated when manure was stored more than one day. In the study, gas and dust
accumulations inside CAFOs possibly induced respiratory problems with workers. Some
of the respiratory problems were irreversible lung damage, and chronic lung conditions.
It was recommended that straw bedding can reduce ammonia concentration better than
other kinds of manure management systems. All CAFO workers were advised to wear
masks or other respiratory equipment to reduce exposure to gases and dust (Heber et al.
2002:2-4).
In the second study from Iowa State, the gases carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide,
carbon monoxide, and ammonia, were measured inside a CAFO environment.
Researchers found that dust and gas concentrations exceeded recommendations by
OSHA, possibly resulting in respiratory illnesses. Some of the illnesses found in CAFO
workers included occupational asthma, toxic organic dust syndrome, and bronchitis
(Donham, et al. 1992:383).
Perhaps the most life-threatening condition inside CAFOs is the accumulation of
hydrogen sulfide (H2S). The gas can quickly overcome workers if they are near manure
pits, areas which may contain high H2S concentrations (400 ppm and up). Inhaling H2S
can be fatal, and may have contributed to 19 worker deaths. One additional lethal gas
found near manure pits is methane, which is highly flammable. A worker who inhales
methane when entering a tank used to spread liquid manure on farm fields may expire
(Marks 2001:26).
Worker safety issues involving CAFOs include dust and gas inhalation possibly
leading to respiratory illnesses or death, and accidental drowning when workers fall into
26

manure lagoons. This can occur when a lagoon collapses, and workers accidentally fall
into them. Rescue may be difficult or impossible because of high concentration of
gaseous fumes, and instability of the land area around the lagoon (www.sierraclub.org).
Human Health Issues
The federal Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) initiated a
monitoring system named the National Antimicrobial Resistance Monitoring System
(NARMS) for the purpose of collecting data related to antibiotic resistance of food-borne
microbes. Documentation of antibiotic resistant microbes salmonella, escherichia coli (E.
Coli), Campylobacter, and shigella, found in meat, egg, and dairy products, has increased
substantially since the program was initiated in 1996 (http://www.cdc.gov). In the
NARMS study (2000:2), findings indicated that antibiotic resistance to one microbe,
salmonella, increased from 6 percent in 1996, to 23 percent in 2000. Although no records
indicate exact amounts of antibiotics fed to food animals, the Union of Concerned
Scientists estimates are set between 17.8 and 24.6 million pounds per year
(http://www.ucs.org). The routine use of antibiotics in hogs may be necessary to help
support weakened immunity systems, a condition discussed earlier in the chapter.
People living in close proximity to hog CAFOs in Oklahoma reported that
something was wrong with their water obtained from underground sources, or wells. In a
study conducted by Mark Becker, Oklahoma Department of Agriculture (2002), 79 wells
were monitored for “nutrients and bacteria.” It was found that wastewater from hog
CAPO lagoons may seep into ground water, affecting human health if the water is
ingested. The substances possibly causing human illnesses included fecal material,
nitrates, phosphorus, and “pathogenic bacteria.” Nitrate concentrations exceeding 10
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milligrams per liter may cause “blue-baby” syndrome, a condition where oxygen delivery
to cells is blocked. Other “tentative” links to high nitrate concentration in water are birth
defects, stomach cancer, leukemia, and miscarriages. In this study, over 78 different
substances were found in hog CAFO lagoons, including pesticides, gasoline, solvents,
and hormone replacements (Becker 2002:3).
In a study conducted in Iowa, people living in close proximity to a hog CAFO
were evaluated for their “physical and emotional health.” P^sidents living within two
miles of a hog CAFO were compared to those living near “minimal” livestock production
facilities, The physical health of residents living two miles from the hog CAFO indicated
“significant” increased inflammation of lung airways, a condition known as “chronic
bronchitis” (Thu, et al. 1997:17). Other physical problems were increased nausea,
dizziness, and headaches, compared to residents living outside the hog CAFO area (Thu,
et al. 1997:18). Although psychological health complaints weren’t significant in this
study, it was found that higher rates of mood disorders such as tension, anger, and fatigue
were noted in residents living close to a hog CAFO in North Carolina (Shiftman 1995:8).
In most studies undertaken by researchers included in this thesis, reported
findings are cautious. No definite link between hog CAFOs and various “ problems”
was confirmed. Animal rights texts differ in this regard, clearly stating that problems are
linked to hog CAFOs.
CAFOs and the Environment
During the 1980's, fishermen and women along the Neuse River and Pamlico
Estuary in North Carolina noticed that the fish had body lesions, and people who handled
the fish, or went into the water, also developed lesions. This was brought to the attention
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of JoAnn Burkholder, a researcher at the University of North Carolina. After observing
fish in tanks containing source water from the Neuse River and Pamlico Estuary,
Burkholder determined that the cause of the lesions was a dinoflagellate called pfiesteria
piscidida (http://www.epa.gov/owow/estuaries).
Pfiesteria piscidada are microscopic, free-swimming, single-celled organisms
classified as a type of algae. Toxins released from the organisms were believed
responsible for the fish and human skin lesions, and also for large fish kills and other
human illnesses in North Carolina. At first, little media attention was given to '
Burkholder’s findings, until she noted that the organisms thrived in waters containing
nitrogen and phosphorus. After learning of a possible link between the organisms and
excess concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorus, Burkholder and other researchers
began investigating how nitrogen and phosphorus entered the water
(http://www.pfiesteria.org). According to the EPA (2001), some of the nitrogen and
phosphorus sources that may influence “toxic breakouts” of pfiesteria piscidada include
sewage treatment plants, and “polluted runoff’ from agricultural operations
(http://www.epa.gov/owow). The agricultural operations referred to included hog
CAFOs.
In “The Rapsheet on Animal Factories” (1997) U.S. beef, pig, and chicken
operations allegedly generated 291 billion pounds of manure during the year. The
manure was not treated or processed, but mixed with water and stored in open pits, or
lagoons. To empty the lagoons, waste was transferred to large tanks, then transported to
fields or other land areas and pumped onto the land (http://www.sierraclub.org). In
“Cesspools of Shame” (2001) it was found that in August 1995, two million gallons of
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liquid hog waste spilled into a tributary of the Cape Fear River in North Carolina
(http://www.nrdc.org). Cases of overflowing waste lagoons, over-application of waste
onto surrounding land areas, and waste pumped into nearby waterways, may cause land
and water pollution, and human illnesses.
Summary
The cases noted in this chapter, animal welfare, human workers, human health,
and environmental issues, represented a small sample of the overall research regarding
problematic conditions of hog CAFOs. Consensus regarding problematic conditions, and
definitions of concepts, has not been reached among researchers, but attention given to
the issues have resulted in diverse and numerous studies. Currently, governmental
organizations such as the EPA and CDC have undertaken large-scale studies to examine
what impacts hog CAFOs and other similar operations have on both human and
nonhuman entities within the United States.
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CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL ORIENTATION
Introduction
Socially constructed “meanings,” shared meanings, and other interpretive
processes in new social movements can be sociologically studied (Benford and Snow
2000:614). In this thesis, “ meaning constructions” were found in online animal rights
texts. Socially constructed meanings obtained from the online perspectives regarded
problems with concentrated hog feeding operations. The categories of problematic
conditions assigned to hog CAFOs, and reasons for changing those conditions, exemplify
what Miller and Holstein (1993:12) describe as “concrete ways”of analyzing “social
problems work” through the use of “social constructions.”
The set of social constructions particular to this study consisted of: 1) categories
of problemtic conditions assigned to hog CAFOs, 2) reasons for changing the
problematic conditions, and 3) assigning culpability. Perceived problems, reasons for
change, and culpability are a set of criteria contained within the diagnostic framing task
mentioned earlier. The authors who designed it (Benford and Snow 2000:611) were
influenced by Erving Goffrnan’s Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization o f
Experience (1974). Although the diagnostic frame is elaborated on in the next chapter,
some of Goffman’s basic principles regarding frame analysis theory are given in this
chapter, along with a discussion on the construction of social problems.
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Frame analysis and the construction of social problems social problems refer to
variant forms of the “interpretive tradition” of sociology, which includes symbolic
interaction and phenomenology. Meaning constructions are part of everyday experiences;
they help explain how individuals make sense of their world by means of subjective
interaction, thus promoting a shared understanding (Prus 1996). A discussion of the
interpretive paradigm is followed by the construction of social problems, and concludes
with frame analysis theory. In this chapter, the inclusion of individuals representing
sociological and philosophical disciplines is relevant in a discussion of the interpretive
paradigm (Bunge 1999).
The Interpretive Paradigm
Shared, interactive meaning produced within a new social movement may
contribute to that movement’s success, by promoting unity and continuity both inside and
outside its confines (Larana 1994:221-222). The importance of shared, interactive
meaning produced by new movement actors is best explored by utilizing elements of
symbolic interaction and phenomenology, variant forms of the interpretive paradigm.
Their usage help explain how subjective meaning can be identified and explained.
Notions regarding contemporary symbolic interaction contain foundational
aspects borrowed from early Greek writings of the sixth and fifth centuries B.C.E.
Questions about the conceptual basis of knowledge, meaning, and other aspects of human
“reality” were pondered long before modem times (McDonald 1993:19). Centuries later,
humans have perhaps gained a better understanding of the human construct called
“reality.” Symbolic interaction was one attempt to explore this concept and its meanings,
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and contributions from the Chicago School of symbolic interaction were included to
describe how these notions fit into the schematic theme of this study.
Herbert Blumer (1900-1987) stated that symbolic interaction “rests in the last
analysis” on three simple premises: 1) humans act on the “basis of the meanings,” 2)
these meanings derive from the “social interaction that one has with one’s fellows,” and
3) the meanings are guided by “an interpretive process used by the person dealing with
the things he/she encounters” (Prus 1996:68-69). Blumer coined the term symbolic
interaction in 1937, and related it to a “common set of symbols and understanding” that
humans use to “guide the individuals around them” (Prus 1996:74). One common set of
symbols, language, was examined to discover how movement actors constructed shared
meanings of hog CAFO problematic claims. The discovery process involved individual
interpretation and either acceptance or rejection of the presented set of claims.
Although George Herbert Mead conducted many lectures regarding the social
habits of humans in interactive processes, Blumer began developing a link between social
activity and ethnographic research. Ethnographic research refers to a particular method
of study regarding human interactive activity, and is found in the next chapter. The point
here is that Blumer believed thaf sociologists could systematically study aspects of
human experiences such as motives, feelings, and attitudes (Prus: 1996:69). He suggested
that this kind of study refers to a process rather than a static relaying of “societal facts.”
For instance, symbolic interaction involves interpreting, or ascertaining, the “meaning of
the actions or remarks of the other person” (Prus 1996:142). Sociologists who explore
the dynamics of social change can use principles from symbolic interaction and other
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interpretive theories to better understand the subjective “realities” of new soci al
movements.
Erving Goffman’s (1922-1982) “dramaturgical sociology” in the latter 1950's
renewed sociological interest in the interpretive paradigm (Prus 1996:79). Briefly,
dramaturgy concerns how individuals identify themselves within a group setting, and
how the individual maintains his or her identity. The notion of individual identity is not
explored in this thesis, but Goffman’s dramaturgy is included because he helped
legitimize, and renewed attention to, the interpretive paradigm. Goffman’s frame
analysis theory is discussed later in the chapter.
Phenomenology originated as a philosophical theory, originally set forth by
Edmund Husserl (1859-1938). Husserl believed that a systematic study of the “essentials
of consciousness” such as perceptions, judgements, and feelings, gave meaning to
empirical or categorical objects (Farber 1943:208-209). He named this systematic study
“phenomenology,” later addressed by one of his students, Alfred Schutz (1899-1959).
Schuiz expanded on Husserl’s philosophical phenomenology by developing the notion of
typifications. His first typification regards how individuals begin forming intent,
reasoning, and other cognitive functions from original consciousness. As the individual
becomes aware of his or her surroundings, he or she begins to establish connections with
those surroundings. In the second typification, theories are constructed to help explain
this human activity, or experience (Marshall 1998:492-493). Schutz’s development of
typifications also helped establish one of the first links between philosophy and sociology
(Abraham and Morgan 1989:138). Some of Schutz’s notions regarding the philosophical
and sociological connection were refined by Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann.
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Schutz and Luckmann collaborated on at least one occasion, and “central features” of
their works included multiple realities, interpretive events, and the “nature of human
conduct” (Prus 1996:87).
According to Prus (1996:87), Berger and Luckmann were independently
contributing to phenomenological sociology while Erving Goffman and others were
contributing to the Chicago School of symbolic interaction. Berger and Luckmann were
essential in the presentation and organization of possible objective and subjective
conditions regarding socially constructed reality. It’s important to mention that concepts
such as “objective,” “subjective,” “meaning,” and “reality” are human creations serving
as reference points for further intellectual discussion. Thus, these and other concepts do
not exist outside our human frame of reference. Ideas are given names to help make
sense of their surroundings, and to add meaning to various events or conditions. More or
less subjective meaning may be assigned, but a physical world is still acknowledged
(Ferrater-Mora 1969:131). In the case of hog CAFOs, a physical, objective condition,
movement actors may assign a greater degree of subjective meaning and reality than other
individuals. Berger and Luckmann (1996) clarify differences between “objective” and
“subjective” conditions of socially constructed reality.
The processes involved in constructing human “reality” are topics that Berger and
Luckmann explored by examining how knowledge is obtained in everyday life (Berger
and Luckmann 1966:19). Language is a key factor in this endeavor; language “typifies
experiences, provides a ready-made possibility for the ongoing objectification of
experience,” and in general, helps one make sense to others. Language gives humans the
means to preserve past or present social events, integrate differing times or places
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regarding these events, bridge experiences and meanings, and other possibilities (Berger
and Luckmann 1966:39). Language also transcends “the reality of eveiyday life
altogether.” For example, fictional stories, dream interpretations, or other “spheres of
reality” are projected with the use of language. So, language makes discussion of a
reality within another reality possible. According to Berger and Luckmann, any theme
which can “span the spheres of reality” can be defined as a symbol, and using language in
this way can be referred to as “symbolic language” (Berger and Luckmann 1996:40).
When assigning subjective meaning to objective conditions via textual dialogue, social
actors make use of language symbols to assign new meaning to a condition or event.
An objective social world can only be ascribed to by repeated “doings.” For
instance, when children are socialized into their surroundings, language is perceived as a
“given.” Institutions and other facets of human experience are “named” and begin to take
on a separate “reality.” Actions of children begin to take on the accepted “norms” of the
community, and these norms are accepted as the way things were, the way things are, and
the way things will be. So, all physical and social institutions “appear in the same way,
as given, unalterable, and self-evident” (Berger and Luckmann 1966:59). Because of
language, a continuity is gained by history accounts, and present-day activities.
Language is also the vehicle used to bridge subjective, individual meaning among
people. With language, an individual is able to convey thoughts and feelings to another
person via verbal or written description. In this way, individuals can understand, share,
or otherwise convey meaning to another person or persons. Children learn to recognize
that subjective understanding can be shared with others, by realizing that others may feel
or express meaning similar to their own. This creates a sense of both an internal and
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external reality that is accepted by, and promotes, the ability to communicate with each
other (Berger and Luckmann 1996:130-133). Although it may appear obvious, an
individual’s ability to use language and communicate with others depends upon the
absence of specific conditions preventing this type of communication.
Language, then, is a symbolic tool which can convey a wide range of meanings
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and realities. Each individual categorizes the pieces of information that he or she wishes
to retain, and rejects others. One categorization that people make regards the notion of
social problems. In this category, people accept or reject conditions that may be denoted
as social problems by others, via media outlets, personal claims, or other methods. In
order to accept or reject a condition named as a social problem, an individual must be
convinced that 1) the condition is troublesome, 2) the condition can be “fixed,” and 3) the
condition should be fixed (Loseke 1999:7-15). Social problems are one categorization
among thousands that humans consider in contemporary societies. Explaining how an
event or condition changes to a problematic one is presented next.
The Construction of Social Problems
The term “social problem” denotes a putative condition perceived as unwanted, or
unjust, by individuals or groups, and about which something should be done, according to
Spector and Kitsuse (2000:1). In this definition, a putative condition is deemed
unwanted, or unjust, if it is acknowledged as something that needs to be changed,
putative condition that needs changed. Although describing what a social “problem”
consists of seems simple enough, explaining how it may originate is more difficult. The
complex set of societal systems in place at a particular time may contribute to the ability
of individuals or groups to successfully convince others of an ‘unwanted or unjust
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condition.’ Timing matters, as depicted when Henry Stevens Salt wrote about animal
rights in the late 19th century. His notions on animal “rights” apparently gained little
attention until revisited with the 1910 introduction of the “humane movement” in the
United States (McCrea 1969:46-47). Now, passages from Salt’s book Animals ’Rights
Considered in Relation to Social Progress (1894) can be seen in contemporary texts
regarding animals.
Rather than focus on functionalist definitions of social problems as “social
disorganization” or “deviant behavior,” Spector and Kitsuse (2001:75) define them as
activities of persons making assertions about a putative condition. An examination of the
activities surrounding whether a “given condition is defined as a social problem,” and on
what grounds the “conditions command attention,” defines how the processes may be
interpreted (Spector and Kitsuse 2001:64). According to Joel Best, a strict theoretical
interpretation of social “problems” constrains the study, making it “too abstract.” Best
suggests an alternative, “weak interpretation” to include social structures and cultural
settings in the course of conducting theoretical research. By doing so, contributions to
our “knowledge of social life” may be obtained in the final analysis (Best 1993:118-120).
The “cultural setting” referred to in the last paragraph is used in social problems
analysis to define the sites where the social problems activity is taking place. Cultural
sites in social problems activity include “intellectual and professional practices, media,
language, and rhetoric” (Gray 1993:193). Expanding political opportunities also play a
role in emergent social problems activity (McAdam 1994:39). For those involved in the
animal rights movement, ballot initiatives are one way to change currently held views
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regarding animals. Another way to influence individuals and groups regarding animals in
general is through other textual or visual forms.
Besides online texts, books and television may inform and influence others to
change their views about animals. For instance, books on animal rights philosophically
question human domination of animals, while the cable channel “Animal Planet”
showcases animals in ways that most people have never seen before. The social behavior
of monkeys, elephants, and other animal groups, underwater video of dolphins, otters,
and other marine mammals, or even watching tarantulas hunt were not available to
laypersons before the invention of telescopic lenses and other technological equipment.
Attention given to animals brought them closer to the human world, and promoted the
notion that animal and human needs were at least similar, if not identical. The formal
name for this notion is “anthropocentrism,” (Franklin 1995:55), from the root “anthropo”
meaning “pertaining to humans” ( Webster’s Dictionary 1995:39).
Cultural settings are one way to include conditions perceived as relevant in
analyzing social movements (Zald 1996:270). Media outlets such as television, radio,
newspapers, books, and computers are aspects of cultural settings. Competition among
social movement actors in the crowded media arena means that in order to keep “public
interest” from fading, new methods are employed to gain media attention (Zald 1996;
Loseke 1999). In the animal rights movement, one way for social actors to compete with
other interests is introducing themselves and their goals via the internet. When
investigating an arbitrary slice, or piece, of online information regarding how hog C AFOs
were presented as a social problem needing intervention, principles of Goffman’s frame
analysis were implemented.
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Frame Analysis Theory
Erving Goffrnan presented frame analysis as a way in which to organize a strip of
human experience. His definitions of frame analysis, strips, and other theoretical
concepts are described in this section. One way of investigating new social movements,
or collective activity, is by culturally “framing” the activity (Zald 1996:270). Framing as
a means of interpreting, or examining, everyday interaction among individuals or groups
in a given situation was set forth in Goffrnan’s work cited earlier. The situational setting,
or event, to be examined is called the “frame,” according to Goffrnan. The frame
involves “principles of organization” which govern social events, and our “subjective
involvement” in those events (Goffrnan 1974:10-11). Hunt, et al. (1994:190) offer a
formal definition of frames as “interpretive schemata that simplifies and condenses the
‘world out there’ by selectively punctuating and encoding objects, situations, events,
experiences, and sequences of actions within one’s present or past environments.”
Analyzing frames assists the researcher in discovering what is going on in a given
situation, by organizing the processes involved in the situation or event.
Frame analysis, then, refers to an examination and organization of experiences,
through the use of frames, and the “strips” contained in the frame. A “strip” is a cut, or
slice, of the ongoing event or situation, as seen from the perspective of those
“subjectively involved in sustaining an interest in them” (Goffrnan 1994:10). Strips are
arbitrary, chosen by the researcher as a starting point for further discussion. One point to
note here is that whichever situation or event is chosen for analysis, other activity occurs
at the same time outside of the frame. Goffrnan gives the example of a theatrical play to
demonstrate activity taking place outside the frame.
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When a theatrical production takes place, an audience “sees” the production while
it occurs. However, other activity takes place, or previously took place, outside of the
stage. Rehearsals, stage design, lighting, and other activities related to the production
may occur, outside of the audience's perceptions. Therefore, all facets of activity cannot
be accounted for within any framework. The researcher must decide which elements to
include in the framework, based on his or her knowledge of the event, and research skills
(Goffman 1974:125). Frameworks, then, are “schemata of interpretation,” or designs to
help interpret events. A distinction is made between “natural” and “social” primary
frameworks (Goffman 1974:21).
Natural frameworks refer to physical occurrences with no human intervention.
Some examples include the structures and functions of planets revolving around the sun,
or biological elements of the human body, such as the makeup of blood vessels, the heart,
and so on. Weather events such as tornadoes or hurricanes are another kind of natural
framework, one in which humans play no part in guiding, influencing, or directing the
event (Goffman 1974:22). The second type of primary framework, the social framework,
incorporates any activity that includes living human beings. Human motives and
intentions are involved in everyday interaction. A human can be “coaxed, flattered,
affronted, and threatened” by the use of mental decision making processes. The “deeds”
associated with the situation or event describe a social framework. So, humans perceive
events as natural or social frameworks, and the “type of framework employed provides a
way of describing the event to which it is applied “( Goffman 1994:24).
Types of frameworks are either natural or social, as in the following example: A
natural framework is when the sun rises in the morning, while a social framework is when
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a person pulls down a shade as the sun is rising. The reason(s) for pulling down the blind
represents a “guided doing” that characterizes the social framework (Goffman 1994:26).
A “guided doing” can also be a “key,” a central concept of frame analysis:
The key is a set of conventions [customs] by which a given activity, one already
meaningful in terms of some primary framework, is transformed into something
*

patterned on this activity, but seen by the participants to be something quite else.
The process of transcription [transformation] stated above is called “keying” (Goffman
1974:44). At first glance, the concepts of “keys” and “keying” may seem confusing, but
examples help to interpret them. First, keys are strips of social activity within a given
primary social framework. Again, a “strip” refers to an arbitrary cut, or slice, of an
ongoing event. The key represents a strip of social activity that follows a set of learned
social customs, or conventions. A simple example of a key is two people involved in a
serious discussion while playing a game of checkers. A nearby observer interprets that
the players are “fighting,” while the participants say that they are merely “playing
around.” Keying is an attempt to understand what is really going on in a given situation,
and is the process of observing and renaming the given activity (Goffman 1974:45).
Goffrnan’s theoretical concepts helped to organize and locate answers to this study’s
research question.
The diagnostic framing task, refined from Goffman’s frame analysis theory, was
used to interpret the text related to my research question, based on the model designed by
Hunt, et al. (1994). Since the diagnostic framing task served as the set of criteria during
the coding process, it is also discussed in the next chapter. The reason for including
principles of frame analysis and the diagnostic framing task in the theoretical chapter was
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that although theoretical, they provided the guiding principles during the concrete,
working phase of the thesis.
Summary
In this chapter, the core paradigm chosen for the study was discussed, which
includes symbolic interactionism and phenomenology. Herbert Blumer, Erving Goffman,
Peter Berger, Thomas Luckmann, and other contributors to the interpretive paradigm
were offered as experts in their field. One of the products of collective activity included
construction of “meaning,” and how meaning is shared by others. Language remains the
key in producing and sharing meaning, according to Berger and Luckmann.
The construction of social problems depends on whether or not a putative
condition is acted upon, according to the authors included here. Prerequisites for
assigning a putative condition as a social problem must be met, such as whether the
timing is right, and whether the “problem” can or should be fixed. For the researcher,
employing a weak interpretation of the core paradigm may be beneficial if sociological
knowledge regarding social problems is gained.
Goffinan’s frame analysis theory is a fairly recent arrival as a theoretical means of
evaluating aspects of new social movements. His insights regarding how sociologists can
separate strips of activity into a focused study assisted in the organizing of complicated
subject matter.

43

CHAPTER IV
METHODS
Introduction
When designing a qualitative, ethnographic textual study, a researcher “immerses
himself or herself in the [research] setting, and is guided by the theoretical framework and
related research question” (Marshall and Rossman 1999:64). In this case, the research
setting was five online organizations representing the animal rights movement, with the
interpretive paradigm chosen as the theoretical framework. The analytic design of the
study followed principles of the diagnostic framing task, set forth in Hunt, et al (1994) to
help answer the research question, “How do the online texts present hog CAFOs as a
problem warranting intervention?” Framing tasks are a refinement of Goffman’s frame
analysis theory (1974).
The series of research steps carried out, and discussed in this chapter, followed a
“generic model.” First, the textual type was identified, consisting of online documents.
Second, a sample of the textual type was saved for later analysis. Third, bias did not
enter into the textual analysis, meaning that the saved texts were accurate and actual, with
no added words or sentences. It also meant that the analysis would look similar if
someone else conducted it using the same documents (Denzin 1997: 241-243).
Rather than attempting to find “hidden meanings” in the texts under
consideration, the “explicit, or clear” meanings were assigned. This refers to the texts’
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manifest content (Stark and Roberts 1998:253), which was also used during the coding
process. While reading and coding the material, codes were extracted that exactly
matched words contained in the text. Although some scholars believe that textual
evaluations involving manifest content are either less sophisticated or superficial, two
reasons existed for imposing this limit on the data. First, the texts were already
subjective, and additional interpretation may have threatened the validity of the study.
Second, due to personal involvement in the animal rights movement, it was thought that
any attempt to find hidden “meanings” in the texts may also have threatened the study’s
validity (Denzin 1997:132).
Ethnographic research is presented next, followed by a discussion on framing
processes, including the diagnostic framing task. Document selection, the coding
procedure, limits placed on the study, and validity follow. A study’s validity ultimately
conveys success or failure regarding the outcome of the researcher’s study (Ellen
1984:235). A brief summary concludes the chapter.
Ethnographic Research
Ethnographic research refers to a method of qualitative inquiry that describes the
“empirical accounts of the culture and social organization of particular human
populations” (Ellen 1984:7). In this thesis, empirical, or observable, accounts were made
regarding textual dialogue. The textual documents were obtained from online animal
rights organizations, a “particular human population.” The organizations represent part of
the animal rights movement, an example of cultural activity. In this case, “culture” refers
to “shared beliefs and understandings” (Zald 1996:262).
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The purpose of this inquiry was to discover how the texts presented hog CAFOs
as problematic and warranting intervention. A number of subjective decisions were made
regarding: 1) what kinds of things to ultimately look for, 2) the choice of materials to be
analyzed, 3) how the analysis will be conducted, and 4) the theoretical premise (Marshall
and Rossman 21-54). As a form of qualitative inquiry, ethnographic research is a study
of “human lived experience” that involves a “quest for intimate familiarity.” In order to
gain familiarity with the subject matter, inexperienced sociologists can consider basic
features of ethnographic research, which have already been stated. An additional
consideration is the sociologist’s role during the interpretive process.
Besides making choices regarding the research subject, theoretical premise, and so
on, sociologists need to remember that they are part of the interpretive process. As such,
they have the capacity to “exchange, or recast,” their interpretations with others,
including the “objects” of study. Since sociologists live and interact with other humans
in the same social world, it’s important to remember that they observe and participate in
the interactive process being studied (Prus 1996:18-19). Awareness of these issues can
reduce or limit biases, or other subjective input.
Framing Processes
In this section, specific interactional processes associated with frame theory are
identified and defined. They include: 1) collective action frames, 2) framing tasks, and 3)
identity fields. Collective action frames refer to those that are “action-oriented sets of
beliefs and meanings that inspire and legitimate the activities and campaigns of a social
movement organization” (Benford and Snow 2000:614). When interpreting the activity of
social movement organizations, three distinct “core framing tasks” help separate the
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activity performed within the collective action frame (Benford and Snow 2000:615).
Each framing task represents a strip, or strips, of activity within that particular
framework. Framing tasks include the diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational framing
tasks. Although this study is limited to the diagnostic framing task, all three tasks are
briefly described next.
The diagnostic framing task serves as a means to identify “some event or
condition as problematic and in need of amelioration, and thereby designates culpable
agents” (Hunt, et al. 1994:191). Also, the entities perceived as responsible for the event
or condition are assigned a role of “villain,” and given traits accordingly. Reasons for
limiting the study to this particular framing task are given later in the chapter.
The next task, prognostic framing, “outlines a plan for redress, specifying what
should be done by whom, and includes specific targets, strategies, and tactics” (Hunt, et
al. 1994:191). According to the authors, both diagnostic and prognostic framing tasks are
necessary to promote a shared understanding and agreement of the problem. However,
these two framing tasks don’t always lead to collective activity. A final task, a plan of
action outlining “compelling reasons” for acting on a social problem, needs addressing
before a successful set of claims are attained.
The moti vational framing task fulfills the need of taking action to solidify social
movement identity, and clarify positions of the social actors involved. Motives are
identified, and actions such as campaigns, demonstrations, or other activities, are
implemented, helping to promote a shared identity for those involved in the collective
activity (Hunt, et al. 1994:192). Shared identities can be separated into one of three
identity fields: the protagonists, antagonists, and the audience.
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Each identity field is assigned a set of characteristics to identify membership. The
protagonists advocate for changes of the present event or condition. In this study, the
main protagonists were organizations within the animal rights movement. Antagonists
are the perceived adversaries, who maintain the status quo of the condition or event seen
as problematic. The audience represents a neutral party who may or may not “react to, or
report on, movement activity” (Hunt, et al. 1994:199).
Framing assists in identifying and sorting specific productions of meaning within
a social movement organization, but there is a difference between using “frame” as a
noun, and “framing” as a verb when describing interactional processes. The term “frame”
implies a static representation of “meaning production.” In this context, the tendency is to
“treat meanings or ideas as given, as if there is an isomorphic [equally formed]
relationship between the nature of any particular set of conditions or events, and the
meanings attached to them” (Snow and Benford 2001:3). Instead, the verb “framing”
infers a dynamic, or fluid, process, and changing perceptions or other activities are taken
into account during the investigation.
Framing tasks help identify how “frames are socially constructed, sustained,
contested, and altered,” according to Snow and Benford (2001:4). In this case, the
diagnostic framing task was the means of discovering answers to the research question.
After identifying specific claims made about hog CAFOs, it was discovered that there are
differences in perceptions of claims, and that these differences appeared to coincide with
each organization’s foundational premise of animal rights, or animal welfare. Reasons
for limiting this investigation to the diagnostic framing task are noted in the “limits”
section of the chapter.
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Document Selection
Document selection was based on how to best explore answers to the research
question. Before choosing documents, the organizations themselves had to be selected.
This was done by researching lists of animal advocate organizations that included food
animals in their rhetoric (Rollin 1995:23; Rowan 1993:26). After locating a list of
relevant organizations, specific research criteria allowed for maximum coverage of food
animal issues. They included: 1) organizations’ maintenance of at least one website, 2)
texts that conformed to principles of the diagnostic framing task, 3) adequate “home” text
that didn’t refer the user to links, 4) texts that referred specifically to hogs and hog
CAFOs, and 5) ability to contact an organizational representative if needed.
When analyzing textual content, the researcher must first establish explicit rules
called “criteria of selection” before continuing. The criteria of selection must be
consistently applied, and should retain, as much as possible, “the exact wording used in
the statements themselves” (Berg 1992:106). In this case, the texts included a discussion
of hogs and hog CAFOs on at least two webpages, without referring the internet user to
links. Additionally, textual content was confined to perceived problems with hog
CAFOs, need for intervention, and assigned culpability.
Following the criteria set forth in this study, texts from these organizations were
chosen: 1) Animal Welfare Institute, 2) Farm Sanctuary, 3) Humane Farming
Association, 4) Humane Society of the United States, and 5) People for the Ethical
Treatment of Animals. Each organization maintained a website, contained at least two
webpages dedicated to hogs and hog CAFOs, and met all other criteria. Documents from
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links were excluded, because links contained information from sources other than the
specified organizations.
Each organizational website listed above contained sufficient data for the study.
In one case, hog CAFO infonnation was found on a separate site maintained by Farm
Sanctuary (http://www.ffeefarmanimals.org). Otherwise, all included text was found on
the organizations’ home websites. The titles of documents corresponding to the
organizations are listed in the first table:
Table 1. Webpage Titles Per Organization.
Animal
Welfare
Institute

Farm
Sanctuary

Humane
Farming
Association

Humane
Society of
the United
States

People for the
Ethical
Treatment of
Animals

Humane
husbandry
criteria for
pigs

Scientific
evidence

Inside the
pork
industry

Pigs

Pigs on
farms

Fitting the
farm to the
hog

Gestation
crates

Factory
farming

Hog
factories

Shameway

Gestation
crates

Mother pigs

Factory
farms: the
environment
The Coding Procedure
After saving the texts, the program Etknograph v5.0 facilitated the process of
analyzing data into codes by making it easier to “notice interesting things within the data,
mark those things with codes, and retrieve those things for further analysis” (Seidel
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1998:1). Marking interesting “finds” using codes depends on the coding technique
utilized in the study. For instance, with a large amount of material, it might be more
useful to develop categories first, then code the material using numbers that identify
which category comes into play (Stark and Roberts 1998:241). The number of texts in
this study was not overly large, and coding was conducted by choosing one to three literal
words used in the texts themselves, and saving them in Ethnograph v5.0. The final code
lists specific to each organization were grouped so that each organization headed
individual code “families.” Other coding aspects, and functions of Ethnograph v5.0, are
found in Appendix A.
Table 2. Coded Samples Per Organization.
Animal
Welfare
Institute

Farm
Sanctuary

Humane
Farming
Association

Humane
Society of the
United States

People for the
Ethical
Treatment of
Animals

Closed
Markets:
smaller food
animal markets
can’t compete
with
megamarkets

Crowded
Years: Sows’
lives are spent
in crowded
conditions on
factory farms

Animal Stress:
Food animals
are stressed
because they
lack space and
environmental
enrichment

Communities
Lost: Rural
businesses
decline when
family farmers
are displaced
by factory
farms

Iron Maiden:
Refers to
sows’
farrowing
crates

Prices:
Independents
are forced to
sell food
animals at too
low prices

Joint disorders:
Hogs develop
them from lack
of exercise

Untested Meat:
Meat products
are not
adequately
tested for
microbes and
disease

Cruel Crates:
Sows’
farrowing
crates are cruel

Shameway:
Safeway
renamed
because they
buy from
factory farms
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The coding process was foundational; it provided an opportunity to break texts
apart, making it easier to discover individual claims, and overall patterns. To insure that
nothing was missed, the texts, codes, and memos were carefully studied. The codes and
memos were eventually categorized and assembled in a meaningful way. Of course,
analyzing data is more than sorting and categorizing codes, or organizing text. The point
of the overall investigative process is to look for “patterns and relationships within and
across the collected data, and make general discoveries about the phenomena” that is
researched (Seidel 1998:E-5).
All data from this study were collected and coded via the internet from January,
2002 thru March, 2002. Due to the fluidity of website content, this study may preclude
exact duplication. However, some of the texts may remain on the organizations’ websites
for many months.
After coding each section of saved text per organization, all codes specific to that
organization’s texts were saved according to individual code “families,” as already stated.
The completed list served as a guide for finding out how each organization portrayed
CAFOs as problematic, including issues of concern, who the “villain” or antagonists
were, and why the situation needed remedied. The list of codes and code families is
found in Appendix B. Codes were kept within their respective code “families” in order to
find out differences among organizations, such as whether similar issues were noted
across organizations. The following general problem categories were assigned to CAFOS
overall, after evaluating the codes: 1) Animal housing issues, 2) Economical issues, 3)
Human health issues, 4) Animal health issues, and 5) Environmental issues.
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The problem categories mentioned above, negative language describing hog
CAFO conditions, the strength of emphasis placed on perceived problems per
organization, and naming “villain” or antagonists, along with traits, are discussed in the
next chapter. Consensus among organizations regarding these points, and perceptual
views regarding the status of food animals, are also discussed in the next chapter.
Limits
Some of the limits placed on this study have already been acknowledged. For
instance, time constraints, organizational constraints, and material limited to the specific
research question all represented placed limits. Limits of individual case studies are
arbitrarily chosen, and since activity outside the frame of reference was not known, it was
excluded. Also, certain sections of text relayed information on current campaigns,
alternatives to hog CAFOs, and other activities outside the boundaries of the diagnostic
framing task. Since the intended focus in this thesis was the diagnostic framing task,
references to other framing tasks were excluded from the coding procedure.
Since the theoretical orientation chosen for the project was the interpretive
paradigm, no statistics, hypotheses, or other “positivist” contents are found in the study
(Prus 1996:8). By observing and coding concrete data, appropriate research was
conducted, but in a different way. All discoveries found were related to the research
question, based on criteria of selection, coding, and notes. Again, no correlations or other
statistical procedures were initiated.
The final limit concerned exclusion, for the most part, of economic structures and
their influences on changing hog production methods. Although hog production is
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ultimately a business for profit venture, discussing how economic structures can change
communities is outside the scope of this thesis.
Validity
In this study, the means of validation or legitimation was based on the
“soundness” of the study (Marshall and Rossman 1999:191). The criteria for evaluating
the study’s soundness included: 1) credibility of the findings, 2) credibility of the
researcher, 3) logical inquiry, 4) bias awareness, 5) ability to replicate, and 6)
triangulation (Greer 1989; Denzin 1997; Marshall and Rossman 1999). Acceding to
Marshall and Rossman, the strengths or weaknesses of a study depend upon the above
criteria. Two strengths of this study included credibility of the findings, and credibility of
the researcher. Respectively, the criteria helped to guide a logical process of inquiry,
such as narrowing the focus of the study to prevent vagueness, limiting the coding
process to the chosen framing task, and conducting the investigation in a series of orderly,
linear steps. Exact texts and codes were assigned; no text or code was “made up.” No
codes were placed into any organization that didn’t belong to that organization. Finally,
bias was deliberately avoided.
The main weakness associated with evaluating online text is the preclusion of
triangulation and replication. Triangulation refers to a collection of information from “a
diverse range of individuals and settings” (Maxwell 1996:75). For example, using
different sources of data such as field notes, participant interviews, and questionnaires
can represent triangulation. Although notes were made regarding the text, activities such
as individual interviews were not conducted. It may be possible to replicate some parts of
this study, but websites change rapidly as new developments or designs are made. This is
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a “one-shot” case study, unable to be fully replicated (Marshall and Rossman 1999:4).
Another weakness may be to miss the big picture by focusing on the sorting, compiling,
and categorizing of the codes (Seidell998:E-6). An awareness of this possibility helped
avoid that situation. Although lacking replication, the study is worthwhile because it
increases sociological knowledge regarding perceptions of food animals, and how
meaning is shared within the animal rights movement.
Summary
In this chapter, the methods for conducting the working portion of the study were
discussed. After the introduction, elements of ethnographic research were followed by
framing processes. The diagnostic framing task guided the kind of information that was
later coded. The document selection and coding procedures explained how the research
was conducted, and included tables to acquaint the reader to the overall analysis. General
problem categories and other discoveries were listed in this chapter. These discoveries
are discussed in detail in the next chapter. The “limits” and “validity” sections in the
chapter helped show the boundaries, strengths, and weaknesses associated with textual
analysis.
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CHAPTER V
RESEARCH RESULTS
Introduction
The research results in an exploratory study may include explanations, and
exclude predictions. This is characteristic of the research model’s interpretive design
(Kaplan 1998:349). The purpose of this study was to find answers to the research
question regarding how hog CAFOs were presented as problematic. The goal was to
contribute to a sociological understanding of the animal rights movement by investigating
five of its organizations. It was discovered that: 1) the Humane Society of the United
States had the most diversified claims, with each claim given equal or mostly equal
consideration, 2) People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals and Farm Sanctuary claims
focused almost exclusively on the animals, 3) the Humane Farming Association was the
only organization to consider worker safety and health, 4) scientific “proof’ of claims
was included in most texts, 4) hog CAFO “victims” were family farmers and hogs, and 5)
characteristics of claims in four organizations indicated a perceptual demarcation between
animal “rights” and “welfare.”
The last discovery was noted after realizing that characteristics of claims either
emphasized hogs’ physical and psychological needs and wants, or human morality issues
such as animal “cruelty.” Claims that focus on the animals’ situation rather than on
human actions help to clarify differences between the concepts of “rights” and “welfare”
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respectively. Although hogs’ living conditions are criticized from both stances,
emphasizing their physical and psychological needs and wants question the status quo of
animals raised ultimately for human consumption. At least in some cases, perceptions of
food animals as “livestock” has changed to food animals as “sentient beings.” Other
animal categories have also changed; for instance, “pets” are now “companions” or
“family members.” This example of additional consideration shown to some animals
begins the process of questioning what James Serpell calls the “myth of human
supremacy” (Serpell 1986:165).
Perceptions of “problems” with hog CAFOs per organization, the need for
intervention, and assigning culpability, or blame, are presented in this chapter. The
results are obtained from the list of codes, memos, and the texts themselves. A
comparison of claims across organizations follows, and a summary concludes the chapter.
The discussion may not adhere to any specific order, because the texts varied regarding
inclusion, exclusion, and emphasis of claims.
Presentation of Claims
To the casual observer, animal advocate organizations may appear homogenous
within the animal rights movement. However, the research results obtained from the
study suggest otherwise. In this section, sets of claims per organization are presented,
beginning with the Animal Welfare Institute and ending with People for the Ethical
Treatment of Animals.
According to the coded segments of texts, the AWI presented two “problems”
associated with human attitudes and actions toward hogs. Animal abuse describes the
first problem, meaning that the hogs’ living conditions inside CAFOs constituted
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“abuse.” Abusive living conditions include inadequate space per animal, crowding, and
sows “forced” to stand on concrete surfaces. These abusive conditions result in early
[animal] deaths, a high death rate among sows and piglets, inability to walk properly, and
skin sores from hogs rubbing against their metal enclosures. In the second problem, hog
“factories” promote the notion of pigs as “machines” instead of living beings. If pigs and
machines are equitable, then little or no [human] consideration of pigs’ wants or needs
are required. Conflicting human views of different animals are unresolved (Serpell
1986:168). This segment reveals the outcome of perceiving hogs as machines:
Vast numbers of piglets fail to survive weaning or fall behind and are culled . . .
the annual death rate among sows is reported to average 20 percent. . . some of
these young sows are unable to even walk to their own deaths. The natural life
expectancy of a pig is ten years; sows in factory farms rarely exceed the age of
two and one half. . . [pigs] live their brief lives in huge, densely packed buildings
suffused with the overpowering stench of liquefied hog manure . . . gestating sows
stand on naked concrete slates in a space so tiny that they are unable to turn
around . . .
Two points are noted from the text: statistics offer “proof’of claims, and living conditions
for sows do not allow for adequate space or environmental enrichment.
According to the AWI’s codes and text, two segments are devoted to animal’s
living conditions and human attitudes, while ten concern “cruel” corporations, who
“conspired” with various government officials to control aspects of everyday life. Note
how corporate and governmental structures are portrayed:
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[Family farmers] are being replaced by a new feudalism, governed from corporate
boardrooms, in which contract growers fulfill the role of serfs, and migrant
workers the role of slaves. The corporate takeover of agriculture relies on control
and manipulation of markets . .. greased by one of the most powerful and
unscrupulous lobbies in the nation, with corruptive tentacles enmeshing the
Congress and federal agencies .. .
Blame for agricultural “problems” are assigned to corporations and their lobbyists, who
control markets, and influence governmental agencies. Corporate “feudalism” results in a
return of the serf and slave roles of the past.
The Animal Welfare Institute texts question the federal government’s honesty by
claiming that “honest enforcement of the Packers and Stockyards Ac t . .. would unravel
the entire system.” It appears that ultimately, federal levels of government are held
responsible for allowing corporations to do business as they wish, with minimal controls.
Although corporations are deemed responsible for the loss of family farms, final blame
rests with various governmental officials for not enforcing current animal production and
environmental regulations.
In the above segments, displaced family farmers and corporate takeover of
agriculture were main concerns. The displacement of family farmers occurs due to
“corporate manipulation” of hog prices, thus local markets close, further depressing rural
economies. Overall, more emphasis is placed on blaming corporate and governmental
entities than with hog welfare.
In Farm Sanctuary’s 26 coded segments, hogs’ physical and psychological
conditions inside CAFOs are exclusively noted, and no “blame” is assigned. Similar to
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the texts above, one complaint is the perception of hogs as machines or inanimate objects.
Note the descriptive language in this Farm Sanctuary segment:
In recent decades, farm animals in the United States have been subjected to
intensive confinement and crowded so tightly that they cannot even turn around or
stretch their limbs . . . tragically, hundreds of millions of farm animals in the U.S.
are subjected to inhumane conditions . . . they [farm animals] cannot fulfill their
natural behaviors and their basic instincts are completely thwarted . . . they endure
suffering. . .
An unpleasant living situation for food animals in general is described above. Next,
sows’ living conditions are given:
The sows barely have room to stand up and lie down, and many suffer from sores
on their bodies from constantly rubbing against their crates [enclosures]. Denied
straw bedding, the pigs are forced to stand on uncomfortable slatted or grated
floors . . . the unnatural flooring and lack of exercise cause obesity and crippling
leg disorders . . . the deprived environment results in neurotic coping behaviors
such as bar biting . ..
This Farm Sanctuary segment is critical of currently held views of pigs, and
claims are “proved” with scientific studies:
. . . pigs are being treated more as inanimate tools of production than living,
feeling animals . . . a study of pigs outdoors in a natural environment shows the
importance of a complex environment and relationships with other animals in the
life of a pig. Pigs are social animals who normally live in groups .. . the range of
behavioral possibilities is very limited in confinement.. . housing should provide
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for their [pigs] inquisitive nature . . . the lack of environmental stimulation in the
stall environment.. . leads to psychological disorders including chronic stress,
depression and frustration, aggression, and abnormal and neurotic coping
behaviors . . .
In addition to perceived psychological needs and conditions of hogs inside
CAFOs, their physical conditions are addressed:
A French study by Madec showed that confined sows have increased levels of
urinary infections. This is due to the accumulation of bacteria from less frequent
urination than unconfined animals . . . According to the European Commission’s
Scientific Veterinary Committee, the lack of exercise in stalls leads to a reduction
in muscle mass which affects the sow’s ability to lie down . . .
In the Farm Sanctuary text, most claims are “proved” by “scientific”evidence, and
texts clearly portray a problem with hogs’ living conditions inside CAFOs. Farm
Sanctuary’s texts focus solely on the animals themselves. One exception is noted from
the introduction, stating that corporate hog factories are replacing “traditional farms
across the United States.” It is assumed that in this context, traditional farms are family
farms.
The Humane Farming Association is one of two organizations containing a
varied, inclusive range of problems with hog CAFOs. One claim unique to the HFA
concerns workers’ health and safety:
. . . environmental hazards inside the pig factories are among the worst to be
found in any industry . . . the industrialized pig farm contains a dangerous
combination of noxious fumes, including ammonia, hydrogen sulfide . . . the
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American Lung Association, in collaboration with the University of Iowa,
provides these sobering facts: Nearly 70 percent of swine confinement workers
experience one or more symptoms of respiratory illness . . . chronic bronchitis is
experienced by 58 percent of all swine confinement workers . . . the wastes which
are collected and decomposing in pits directly beneath the pig pens pose
extremely toxic hazards for pigs and humans alike . . . several workers have died
when entering a pi t . .. persons attempting to rescue these workers have also died.
Scientific “proof’ is given to support claims, citing federal and university agencies.
Besides worker health and safety, the Humane Farming texts cite diseased animals
and toxic chemicals in the final food products as human health “problems:”
Among the wide variety of hazardous drugs used in pork production is
sulfamethazine . . . the National Center for Toxicological Research released
studies proving that sulfamethazine is carcinogenic . . . the USDA has repeatedly
found residues of sulfamethazine in pigs at U.S. slaughterhouses . . . only a small
percentage of meat in U.S. slaughterhouses is ever tested for drug and chemical
residues . . . drug companies are beginning to push a new hormone (porcine
somatotropin, aka PST) to reduce the high fat content of pork . . . a large number
of confined pigs display symptoms of pneumonia or other respiratory diseases .. .
The overall living conditions of hogs and sows result in:
severe physiological as well as behavioral afflictions in animals. Anemia,
influenza, intestinal diseases, mastitis, pneumonia, and scours are only the
beginning . . . The life of an animal in a factory farm is characterized by acute
deprivation, stress, and disease .. . female pigs suffer greatly from leg problems
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and intolerable stress . . . a sow is often found rubbing her snout back and forth
across the front of the crate or frantically and repeatedly biting the metal bars . . .
these abnormal behaviors are the desperate expressions of frustrated animals
pushed to the point of madness . . . these sensitive and intelligent animals are no
more than production units [to the factory farmer].
In the above HFA texts, descriptions of animal pain and stress seem more consistent with
a premise of animal rights than welfare. Farmed hogs are slated for slaughter, and the
texts are incongruous with perceptions of hogs as “food.”
According to the coded segments, the HFA texts blame pharmaceutical
companies, in collusion with corporate farms, for risking public health:
Unfortunately, the agribusiness drug companies and large corporate farms that
profit from factory farming vigorously oppose any system other than the drugdependent confinement methods which now dominate the pork industry. .. it is
the equipment companies and giant pharmaceutical corporations such as Lilly
Upjohn, American Cyanamid, and Pfizer . . . that profit most from factory fanning
. . . routine use of antibiotics and other chemicals in animal feed is a dangerously
irresponsible attempt to counter the harsh, disease-ridden conditions to which
animals are subjected in factory farms.
Family farmers are “squeezed out of business” by factory farms, and are the
second “victims” of the agribusiness machine, according to HFA texts. Two additional
“problems” cited include: overuse of antibiotics and waste of finite sources, respectively:
Dr. Jere Goyan, Dean of the School of Pharmacy at the University of California,
San Francisco, states that the indiscriminate use of antibiotics in animal feed is
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leading to a major national crisis in public health . . . scientists now calculate that
the misuse of penicillin and tetracycline :r_ animal feed is implicated in more than
2,000,000 cases of Salmonella poisoning each year . . . industrial farms devour
vast quantities of fossil fuels and fresh water. . .
Equal consideration is given to most problematic conditions in the HFA texts, with hog
enclosures perhaps given slightly more importance, according to how often they are
referred to in the codes. The following summary lists “problematic conditions in HFA
texts: 1) hogs’ enclosures [cages, crates, farrowing crates] lack space; crowding causes
stressed and diseased animals, 2) workers’ health and safety, 3) general human health
concerns about eating contaminated, untested meat products, 4) displacement of family
farmers, 5) human resistance to antibiotics, and 6) waste of finite resources.
The Humane Society of the United States contains diverse claims of “problems,”
with most issues appearing to receive equal consideration, according to the codes. Again,
hog enclosures are stressed:
One of the most inhumane methods of factory style hog production is the use of
the gestation crate . . . [they] are just two feet wide and seven feet long . . . sows
spend the majority of their solitary lives in these crates . . . frustrated sows
develop neurotic, compulsive behavior . . . the gestation crate system that prevents
pigs from turning around freely is inherently inhumane and unnecessary.
A mild criticism is given to farm managers for tail-docking in this sample:
Factory hog farm managers choose the easier solution of docking tails rather than
the more humane alternative of increasing space per animal or providing bedding
and rooting materials.
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Tai1docking or clipping refers to cutting part of the piglet’s tail; it is thought that tail
docking, clipping the eye or canine teeth, and castration, result in fewer aggressive
tendencies (English, et al. 1982:211).
Ecological concerns and overuse of antibiotics are important Humane Society
issues:
. . . animal wastes are transformed from what could serve as valuable soil
nutrients into hazardous waste . . . factory farming of pigs has serious pollution
implications that are innumerably compounded by natural disasters . .. hurricane
Floyd (1999) hit North Carolina, [drowning] some 30,000 pigs . . . at least five
lagoons burst. . . causing manure to flow out with the flood waters . . . imprudent
use of antibiotics on factory farms has been widely criticized by those in the
medical profession . . . illnesses resulting from antibiotic resistant bacteria
endanger the lives of children . . .
The HSUS texts use mild criticisms compared to the other organizations discussed thus
far. For instance, compare the HSUS’s “imprudent” use of antibiotics to the HFA’s
“dangerously irresponsible” use of antibiotics. Describing conditions with “weak” or
“strong” language can sometimes differentiate between successful and unsuccessful
claims, based on the degree of “devastating consequences” if conditions are ignored
(Loseke 1999:86).
The next HSUS segment claims the loss of family farmers and rural communities:
With many family farmers being forced to move to urban settings, the vital
culture and values of rural communities go with them .. . concerns for rural
communities stem from a rapid decline in the number of traditional family farms .
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.. profits reaped from corporate-owned facilities tend to be spent outside of the
community in which they were generated . . .
Reduced property values because of environmental and human health concerns are
important HSUS claims, but a discussion of economic issues is outside the scope of this
thesis. The summary of HSUS problems include: 1) inhumane treatment of hogs, such as
tail-docking and unacceptable enclosures, 2) ecological concerns, 3) human antibiotic
resistance, 4) loss of family farmers and rural communities, and 5) reduced property
values in the vicinity of hog CAFOs.
The last animal rights website, People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals,
contains text renaming hog enclosures, corporations, and factory farms, to “ironmaidens,”
“shameway,” and “mechanized madness,” respectively. PETA texts are also the most
graphic:
. . . employees at Seaboard Farms, North America’s third largest pork producer
and a supplier to Safeway, [were] routinely throwing, beating, kicking, slamming
against concrete floors, and bludgeoning animals with metal gate rods and
hammers . . . other pigs were left to die slow and agonizing deaths with severe
injuries, illness, and lameness . . . standard practices, though, are also extremely
cruel, often involving bodily mutilations such as teeth-clipping, ear-notching,
castration, and tail-docking, all inflicted without painkillers . . . [the] systematic
cruelty to animals, from daily violent beatings and bludgeoning of pregnant sows
with a wrench and an iron pole to workers sawing off a conscious animal’s legs
and skinning a pig alive . . .
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Brutal descriptions are characteristic of PET A text; no other organization uses “skinning
a pig alive,” or “bludgeoning of pregnant sows.” Other unique features include renaming
of sows and piglets to “mothers” and “babies.” The words people use, and why they use
them, is underestimated in research. Words are important because they “point to speakers
feelings and to the situations in which they find themselves,” and are “shaped by cultural
experiences” (Hart 2001:44).
Human health hazards result from overcrowded CAFOs in this PETA segment:
Because crowding creates a prime atmosphere for disease, animals on factory
farms are sprayed with huge amounts of pesticides and antibiotics, which remain
in their bodies and are passed on to the people who eat them, creating serious
human health hazards.
The PETA texts also claim lack of space inside hog CAFOs, instances of stereotypies,
urinary infections, and CAFO animals “subjected” to inhumane and cruel conditions.
Blame is placed on various named corporate enterprises, such as Safeway, Burger King,
Kentucky Fried Chicken, and Seaboard Farms.
Comparison of Claims
A comparison of claims was made after all other research was complete, with two
putative hog CAFO conditions reaching consensus: hogs’ enclosures are unacceptable,
and antibiotics fed to food animals are implicated in microbe antibiotic resistance. Each
organization places different emphasis on claims, although intervening on behalf of the
hogs is universal. Claims common among most organizations are presented first; claims
found in only one or two organizational texts follow.
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Guided by the research results, all organizations with the exception of the
Humane Society of the United States contain criticisms about hogs perceived as
“machines,” “inanimate objects,” or “units of production.” These terms are contrasted
with hogs’ “sentience,” meaning capable of “having the power of feeling, or perception”
{Webster’s Dictionary 1995:606). Related to the criticisms of food animals as
“machines,” hog CAFOs are renamed “warehouses,” “factories,” and “mechanized
madness,” in the texts.
Although consensus of hogs and other food animals regarding sentience is not
reached, agreement that the hogs’ enclosures, or cages, inside CAFOs are “cruel,”
“abusive,” “inhumane,” and “bleak” are unanimous among organizations. The need for
intervention is critical, according to the repeated criticisms that current enclosures lack
space and environmental enrichment. They also prohibit hogs’ “natural” behaviors such
as nest-building, promote animal stress, and contribute to joint and leg problems, skin
sores, and other “problems.” hi Farm Sanctuary and the Humane Farming Association
texts, one of the hogs’ main psychological problems are instances of stereotypies,
repetitive activities thought to relieve stress and boredom. People for the Ethical
Treatment of Animals texts further claim that “pigs go mad” from their living conditions.
The Animal Welfare Institute and Humane Society of the United States texts did not
include stereotypies as a problem, but did affirm that hogs and other food animals are
“abused,” and that crates are “cruel,” respectively. The widest range of problematic
conditions pertaining to [hogs] physical and psychological health are claimed by People
for the Ethical Treatment of Animals and Farm Sanctuary. PETA’s texts refer to hog
enclosures six times in their texts, criticizing them as abusive to the animals, and too
68

small. In a constructed “hierarchy” of problem conditions, Farm Sanctuary and PETA
focus on the animals and their enclosures.
The list of CAFO problems in the HFA texts, besides hogs’ living conditions,
overuse of antibiotics implicated in microbe antibiotic resistance, and consumption of
untested, contaminated meat products. These are overall public health problems, brought
about by hog CAFO conditions, according to the texts. The HSUS texts equally consider
ecological issues such as overflowing lagoons, and human antibiotic resistance; each are
named twice in the codes. In contrast, the AWI repeatedly stresses economical issues,
such as hog CAFO expansion forcing out smaller hog producers, falling hog prices,
closed local markets, and vertical integration.
Vertical integration may be best explained by example. For instance, in past
years, raising, selling, transporting, and slaughtering hogs, and producing and selling
meat products, were mostly separately-owned enterprises. This is no longer the case, and
one corporate entity may now own and control every aspect of hog production, from
beginning to end. Smithfield Foods, which now owns Murphy Family Farms, represents
one corporation operating this way, and is currently expanding into other countries
(Halvorson 2001:20-21).
Only the HFA cites worker safety and health as a hog CAFO “problem.” With the
diverse number of problematic claims made, it is interesting that the people working in
“unhealthy” conditions are hardly mentioned. Dangerous and sometimes deadly “fumes”
or gases inside tanks, and manure lagoons are two issues concerning worker safety.
Manure lagoons may be the most dangerous because they collapse, and workers
accidentally fall into them and drown. Although deaths occur at hog CAFOs, working
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conditions remain the same (Halvorson 2001:31). The table summarizes specific claims
per organization.
Table 3. Claims Per Organization.

Farrowing
crates are
“cruel”
Family
farmers are
displaced

Animal
Welfare
Institute

Farm
Sanctuary

Humane
Farming
Association

Humane
Society of
The United
States

People for
The Ethical
Treatment
of Animals

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

The
environment
is degraded

X

Worker safety
is at risk

X

Unsafe meat
is consumed
by humans

X

Microbes are
resistant to
antibiotics
In modem
agriculture,
hogs are
“machines”

X

X

X

X

X

X

Workers
strike hogs
Hogs feel
pain and
stress

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

70

X

The entities blamed” for hog CAFOs are named corporations, such as Seaboard
Farms, Oklahoma, state and federal levels of government, and pharmaceutical companies.
Two organizations, the HSUS and Farm Sanctuary, do not assign blame, and are unique
in this respect.
Summary
According to the textual samples noted in this chapter, “problems” relating to the
hogs and their living conditions result from a barren environment, too small enclosures,
contaminated air, unhealthy animals, and workers who hit or maimed the animals. Hog
CAFOs were therefore perceived as cruel, unnatural, abusive, and inhumane. The entities
deemed responsible for this situation are specific and nonspecific corporations,
agribusiness in general, CAFO managers, and various governmental agencies.
Characteristics assigned to responsible entities include “corrupt,” “cruel,” and “taking
over.”
Assigned responsibility for the CAFO situation is given to specific and
nonspecific corporate structures, and our government. Clear and unanimous agreement
was reached regarding the victims, who are family farmers and the animals. The CAFO
workers did not receive much notice in the documents. Their health and safety is noted in
the HFA texts, and their treatment of animals is noted in the PETA texts. Otherwise,
workers are not mentioned.
General categories of problems with hog CAFOs are: environmental degradation,
human health issues, the animals’ living conditions, displacement of family farmers,
corporate control, and the failure of our government to adequately address the situation.
The results of these findings suggest that current hog CAFOs are unacceptable, that
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corporate structures and our government are responsible, and that the victims are the
animals and family farmers. CAFO workers may also be victims, but this is unclear.
Shared consensus regarding the treatment of animals is reached, but differs
regarding whether hogs should be consumed by humans. Although breaking frame, it
may be important to note that two organizations, PETA and Farm Sanctuary, stressed the
importance of a vegetarian or vegan diet as a way to stop the continued growth of
CAFOs. The other organizations suggest more humane methods of caring for the
animals, such as giving them more space, or adding environmental enrichments. This
difference in food animal perceptions helps clarify definitions of animal rights and
welfare. Agreement is reached regarding hog CAFOs as “cruel” and “abusive” to the
animals, but premises of animal “rights” or “welfare” differed. Whether organizational
differences will affect the outcome of the animal rights movement is unknown, and
therefore cannot be commented on at this time.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION
Thesis Summary
The units of study chosen in this exploratory study were the Animal Welfare
Institute, Farm Sanctuary, Humane Farming Association, Humane Society of the United
States, and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals. These five organizations
represent part of the animal rights movement, a label not agreed upon by all animal
advocate organizations. The research question, “How does the online text present hog
CAFOs as a problem warranting intervention,” was investigated using criteri a of the
diagnostic framing task designed by Hunt, et al (1994). How hog CAFOs are presented
as problematic, why intervention is needed, and assigned blame define this framing task.
Before the research question was answered, an introduction to animal rights and
welfare, CAF Os, industrial agriculture, the units of study, and the internet was necessary.
The introduction was meant to familiarize others to: concepts used throughout the study,
modem agriculture, animal rights organizations, the internet’s role, and why the study
was justified. The inclusion of other hog CAFO research studies in Chapter Two was
meant to showcase hog CAFOs as an emergent social problem.
The next two chapters on theoretical orientation and methods explained why the
interpretive paradigm was appropriate for the study, and how the research was conducted,
No hypotheses, statistical tests, predictions, or correlations were presented. The point
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others outside the movement. Although motives for aligning claims may vary, diverse
coalitions have nonetheless formed.
Two interesting discoveries were noted among the organizations chosen for this
study. First, claims differed among organizations, and second, claims referring to
“problems” with hogs’ living conditions emphasized either the perceived “plight” of the
animals, or focused on human moral issues such as “cruelty” and “abuse.” As stated
earlier, animal advocate organizations have helped to clarify definitions of animal rights
and welfare according to emphasis on the animals’ needs, or emphasis on human attitudes
and behavior, respectively. One example is comparing texts of Farm Sanctuary and the
Humane Society of the United States. Farm Sanctuary’s texts claimed that hogs’ living
conditions “caused” deprivation and other animal “problems,” while those of the HSUS
claimed that hogs’ living conditions were “cruel” and “abusive,” issues dealing with
human moral values. However, it was mentioned that hogs should be in a more “natural”
setting.
The contemporary animal rights movement may appear homogenous to the casual
observer, but the results indicated that among five animal advocate organizations, this
wasn’t the case. Putative conditions included unacceptable living conditions for hogs,
displacement of family farmers, environmental concerns, and human health concerns.
One organization, the HFA, added worker safety and health as a putative condition.
Assigning blame differed among organizations, from none to specifically blamed
food corporations, drug companies, and governmental entities. For example, the AWI
texts emphasized that governmental agencies were “corrupt,” and that corporations were
“taking over” everyday life, specific corporate ancl drug entities, the AWI claimed a
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general corporate takeover of everyday life, along with perceived governmental
corruption.
The status of food animals differed among organizations. Texts from the AWI
and HSUS did not emphasize food animals as having rights, or that food animals should
not be consumed by humans. The HFA texts were incongruent in this regard, because
although hogs were repeatedly given consideration, it was apparently ignored that hogs
are eventually slaughtered. In contrast, the PETA texts were very clear that animals
should receive be perceived as at least similar in status to people, if not equal. PETA
texts also challenged preconceived notions of animals as “pets” and animals as “food.”
Farm Sanctuary and PETA promote vegetarianism and veganism as a way to stop the
continued growth of hog CAFOs.
Thesis Problems
Limiting the research criteria to principles of the diagnostic framing task meant
omitting texts that may have contributed additional information about the animal rights
movement. For instance, some saved texts contained information about hog CAFO
alternatives and ongoing campaigns, but these activities are not part of the diagnostic
framing task criteria. Rather, this information is part of other framing tasks. The purpose
in this case was to find out how hog CAFOs were deemed problematic, and whether
agreement was reached among organizations. Due to the number of organizations
involved, additional interests, and the exploratory nature of the study, the final set of
criteria was limited to diagnostic framing task principles.
The second problem was mechanical. The Ethnograpk v5.0 computer program
froze numerous times, although the text and codes were saved when this happened.
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Also, it would not print selections, or minimize, so that WordPerfect 9.0 and Ethnograph
v5.0 could not be opened simultaneously. This was somewhat cumbersome when
assessing the final research results. Additionally, due to unfamiliarity with the program,
the manual had to be referred to often when saving or coding material. Fortunately, it
was clear and complete, and after initial trials, the program worked fairly well.
This one-shot case study is unable to be replicated, because online texts frequently
change, unlike this study. However, the results could be compared to future research
concerning the animal rights movement, because successful claims tend to have a long
lifespan.
Suggestions for Alternative Research
It was appropriate to study the animal rights movement using the interpretive
paradigm and the diagnostic framing task to discover claims and perceptual differences
among animal advocate organizations. One option for alternative research is using
framing tasks, but changing the theoretical orientation. Feminist theory relating to claims
of animal “abuse,” would consider how women and animals, especially female animals,
are “dominated” in our society. An author who has written extensively about animals,
women, and vegetarianism is Carol J. Adams. In her book The Sexual Politics o f Meat: A
Feminist-Vegetarian Critical Theory (1990), Adams examines these issues from a
feminist point of view.
A different tact for future research could include how food animals, or other
animal categories, are perceived according to a cidtural timeline. Humans have regarded
food animals differently according to the time and place, and organizing this kind of
activity could prove useful as a reference for other research. For example, in India during
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the 19th century, elephants were represented by human spokespersons to insure
representation of their interests (Sorabji 1993:1). The complexity of human interaction
with animals is a challenging subject, and additional references would be helpful.
A final suggestion for further research concerns economics and independent hog
producers in the United States. If the numbers and current trends are correct, then
independents are losing ground to large corporations. How this affects small independent
producers, including their attitudes about corporations and levels of government, are
avenues to explore.
Reflections
With any controversial subject, it is the researcher’s duty to remain neutral and
honest, to the best of one’s ability. Throughout the thesis, I was careful not to add my
own views, and the texts and codes were not altered. However, it must be acknowledged
that the organizations chosen for the thesis represent views that others may not agree
with. My motivation was to identify how hog CAFOs were presented as a social
“problem” by comparing claims within the animal rights movement. A debate of hog
CAFOs as necessary, right, or wrong was not part of the analysis. Other kinds of
organizations such as environmental or rural organizations were originally included in the
analysis, but due to time constraints and manageability, these perspectives were excluded.
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Appendix A
Ethnograph v5„0
The computer program Ethnograph v5.0 proved fairly efficient when saving,
compiling, and coding texts used in this thesis. Texts could be saved under designated
headings, along with options for coding segments of texts, searching tools, developing
“family trees” to help with grouping codes, memo options, and so on. The memo option
proved especially useful, because comments about a particular section of text could be
saved for later use. Clarifying the context, or commenting on whether issues were similar
or different across organizations were the kind of memos created with the program.
Ethnograph v5.0 was chosen for the thesis because: 1) a student version was
available, 2) it was relatively easy to install and use, and manual was included, 3) the price
was less expensive than other similar programs, and 4) the “print” and “memo” options
were especially valuable, making it easy to assemble and examine printed copies of the
completed data.
Although for the most part working with this program was a positive experience,
some r echanical problems did arise. The first problem was that the program froze
numerous times, and the computer had to be restarted. The information already created
was not lost when this occurred, but it was irritating. The second problem was that
sometimes, codes belonging to one family separated, so that they were no longer grouped
together. However, the originals had already been printed, so they were just moved back
where they belonged. In general, Ethnograph v5.0 was instrumental when gathering the
data and discovering new things about the animal rights movement.
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